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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
Purpose 
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the 
determinants of becoming a first-time home owner based on the 
relationships among changes in household composition, 
residential mobility, and change in type of structure through 
an analysis of event history data (Tuma & Hannan, 1979a, 
1979b; Allison, 1982). The event history data to be used 
include retrospective data about the history of household 
composition and the residential history of each household 
since marriage. Included are such variables as residential 
mobility, the births and the launching of children, and other 
changes in the household and dwelling. Therefore, actual 
changes within a family over time can be observed by using 
such data. 
Importance of the Research 
Numerous studies have shown residential mobility to be 
related to the characteristics of the movers and their housing 
(Barrs, 1975; Bourne, 1981; Butler et al., 1964; Carey, 1979; 
Crull, 1979; Foote et al., 1960; Clark & Onaka, 1983, 1985; 
Gladhart, 1973; Memken, 1984; Morris & Winter, 1978, 1983, 
1985; Onaka, 1983; Rossi, 1955; Sabagh et al., 1969; Speare et 
al., 1975; Varady, 1983) . As families pass through the stages 
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of the family life cycle, their characteristics and housing 
situations change. The major dynamic aspect of the family 
life cycle is family composition. The changes in family 
composition imply changing housing needs as well as other 
needs (Rossi, 1955; Morris & Winter, 1978). Residential 
mobility is a process of housing adjustment in which families 
adjust their housing to changing housing needs with regard to 
the number of bedrooms, structure type of dwelling, tenure, 
and others (Rossi, 1955; Morris & Winter, 1978). 
Since Rossi's (1955) study. Why Families Move, much 
research has been done on residential mobility in light of 
housing adjustment. Morris and Winter (1975, 1978, 1983, 
1985) constructed a causal model of hypothesized influences on 
residential mobility as housing adjustment behavior. The 
model is based on the theory of the household as a 
structural-functional social system. The theory views the 
social system as one that tends to maintain a state of 
equilibrium between housing norms and conditions. Morris and 
Winter (1978) state that "the motivation that prompts housing 
behavior is not simply the desire for shelter, but the desire 
for the right kind of shelter" (p. 6). Households judge their 
own housing and the housing of others in terms of cultural 
norms. Housing needs may be equated with cultural norms for 
housing. 
Residential mobility is a housing adjustment behavior 
motivated by the household's desire for acceptance from itself 
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and from others. Housing norms related to tenure, structure 
type, and number of bedrooms can be achieved as a result of 
residential mobility. 
Morris and Winter (1975, 1978, 1983, 1985) examined three 
hypothesized dimensions of residential mobility: demographic 
and socioeconomic determinants of mobility, normative 
influences on mobility, and the influences of levels of 
housing and neighborhood satisfaction on mobility. ... 
Residential mobility is a direct effect of the propensity to 
move in this model. 
The importance of this dissertation is that it develops 
further the Morris and Winter (1975, 1978, 1983, 1985) housing 
adjustment model by exploring some of the relatively neglected 
dynamic aspects of housing adjustment. 
Assumptions 
Key assumptions in this research are (1) that residential 
mobility is a voluntary move, initiated by the resident, and 
(2) social norms related to number of bedrooms, tenure, and 
structure type are constant across social class lines and 
through the stages of the family life cycle. The housing 
norms for home ownership, single-family dwelling, and an 
adequate number of bedrooms are applied to the household since 
the household was formed. A household that does not meet one 
or more of those housing norms has a normative deficit. 
Residential mobility and changes in household composition are 
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examined as behavioral responses to normative housing 
deficits. How households overcome a tenure deficit is the 
main housing adjustment behavior investigated in this study. 
Previous Research 
Residential mobility and propensity to move 
There are two terms that refer to geographic mobility: 
residential mobility and migration. Residential mobility 
involves a change of residence within a given local area; 
whereas, migration is a longer distance move. Residential 
mobility is related to housing while migration is motivated by 
nonhousing factors such as a job changes (Pickvance, 1973; 
Chi, 1984) or some economic factor (Morris & Winter, 1978) . 
Researchers have defined residential mobility in 
different ways such as changing residence within the same 
labor market (Speare, 1970, 1974), within the same housing 
market (Bourne, 1981), intracounty (Bogue, 1959; Long, 1972; 
Gladhart, 1973; Zimmer, 1973; Barrs, 1975; Morris et al., 
1976; Goodman, 1976; Akin et al., 1979), within a city (Butler 
et al., 1964; Simmons, 1968; McAllister et al., 1971; Okraku, 
1971; Moore, 1972; Kopf, 1977; Kendig, 1984), or within a 
single metropolitan area (Rossi, 1955; Sabagh et al., 1969; 
Rea, 1978; Quigley, 1976; Quigley & Weinberg, 1977; Onaka, 
1983) . Morris and Winter (1978) state that such different 
classifications of mobility require judgements on the part of 
the researchers regarding what constitutes a local move. 
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About 20 percent of the population moves each year. 
About half of the population has made at least one move during 
each five year period (Quigley & Weinberg, 1977; Shumaker & 
Stokols, 1982). Approximately 70 percent of all urban 
households in North America have moved within 10 years and 90 
percent in 20 years (Bourne, 1981). Two-thirds or more of all 
movers are residentially mobile and one-third or fewer are 
migrants (Morris & Winter, 1978; Zimmer, 1973; Quigley & 
Weinberg, 1977; Shumaker & Stokols, 1982; Kopf, 1977). 
Morris and Winter (1978) have emphasized the distinction 
between actual mobility and mobility potential because various 
constraints may prevent family housing adjustment behavior and 
hence the measurement of potential mobility is only indirectly 
related to the measurement of actual mobility. 
Actual mobility is the case where a move occurred. 
Potential mobility or propensity to move refers to a desire, 
want, wish, thought, or plan about mobility. It has been 
empirically shown that the propensity to move is strongly 
correlated with actual mobility and is the most important 
factor associated with actual mobility. 
More people consider moving than actually move. About 
one-fourth or one-third of the families desiring to move 
actually do so within a year and two-fifths to two-thirds of 
families planning to move do so within a year (Morris et al., 
1976; Onaka, 1983; Goodman, 1976). Regardless of the reason 
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given for expecting to move, fewer than half of the families 
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actually do move within a year (Duncan & Newman, 1976). 
Renters are almost twice as likely to fulfill moving 
expectations as are home owners. One half to three-quarters 
of low income renter households that consider moving actually 
do so within a year (Hanushek & Quigley, 1978a). 
Types of data 
Panel data allow the investigation of the impacts of 
propensity to move on actual mobility. The observation of the 
time between desiring to move and actually doing so depends on 
the gap between the first and the following survey in panel 
data. Intervals used have been within eight months (Rossi, 
1955), within a year (Speare, 1974; Speare et al., 1975; 
Onaka, 1983; Onaka & Clark, 1983), within three years 
(McAllister et al., 1971; Duncan & Newman, 1976; Crull, 1979), 
or within five years (Okraku, 1971). This type of data is not 
available in this research. 
Event history data may be obtained through a panel series 
of interviews, through retrospective interviews, and other 
means. The present research is focused on retrospective 
interviews. There may be a difference in terms of 
chronological time of the gathering of the data between panel 
data and event history data. Panel data are collected from 
all respondents at the same points in chronological time. 
Whereas, the chronological time of occurrence of the the event 
history data can vary among the respondents because event 
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history data begin at the time at which the event potentially 
could first occur. 
The gathering of event history data can be done in 
various ways. Research based on analyzing retrospective event 
history data is not be able to measure the impact of 
propensity to move on actual mobility because it shows only 
whether actual mobility occurred within a year segment 
(Chevan, 1971; Gladhart, 1973; Morris, 1977; Carey, 1979; 
Memken, 1984) . 
Tenure change and mobility 
Much research shows that the differences in mobility 
rates between owners and renters on residential mobility are 
consistent and statistically significant (Carliner, 1974; 
Clark & Onaka, 1983; Gladhart, 1973; Onaka, 1983; Rent & Rent, 
1978; Rossi, 1955; Zimmer, 1973). Renters have greater rates 
of actual mobility as well as a greater propensity to move 
than do owners. 
Rental tenure deviates from the cultural norm for owner 
occupancy (Morris & Winter, 1978), and hence renters are 
likely to desire to move to achieve ownership. Home ownership 
rates are strongly positively correlated with marital status 
and age of household head and household size (Carliner, 1974). 
Desire for home ownership is a prime motive for moving 
(Rossi, 1955). Over a third of all moves result in a change 
in tenure status (Goodman, 1976). Tenure change is one of the 
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most important reasons to move among households whose heads 
are under 45 years of age (Clark & Onaka, 1983). Change in 
tenure from rental to ownership is especially important in a 
residential move by households. Zimmer (1973) finds that 
there is a much higher ownership rate after the last move. A 
majority of the renters became owners when they moved to their 
present residence. However, a very large majority of those 
who already owned a home moved into another home which they 
purchased. Only in the large central cities did a sizable 
number move into rental housing after having owned the house 
that they had occupied. Those moves were related to a change 
in family status. Rent and Rent (1978) also state that home 
ownership is of great importance to renters. In the national 
sample of the Annual Housing Survey, about a quarter of 
renters became home owners when they moved between 1974 and 
1976 (Chi, 1984). 
In the study of the relationships among mobility, 
fertility, and residential crowding, Morris (1977) suggests 
that renters' greater inclination to move seems to be 
partially due to the influence of cultural norms for home 
ownership. These norms may be relaxed for some subgroups. 
For instance, renting is permissible for the housing tenure of 
the American family with median or lower income until the 
child-rearing phase is reached. Then owning becomes the 
strong norm (Foote et al., 1960). In general, the usual life-
cycle sequence of housing tenure will be rent-own or 
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rent-own-rent. Michelson (1977) and Kendig (1984) state that 
the desire for or attainment of home ownership is a long-range 
goal and that many interim moves are made for other 
short-range reasons. About a fifth of moves are from renting 
to first-time buying (Kendig, 1984). 
Most past research on residential mobility has 
investigated differences between renters and owners and the 
cultural norms that prescribe ownership and single family 
dwellings. Very little research has analyzed what 
characteristics of residents and residences in life history 
data are associated with changes in tenure from renting to 
owning. 
Factors related to mobility 
Family life cycle and mobility As families pass through 
the stages of the family life cycle, their housing needs as 
well as family composition change. The changes in family 
composition and other family characteristics throughout the 
family life cycle imply changing housing needs (Morris & 
Winter, 1978). The family life cycle has been given great 
attention as a primary predictor of residential mobility. 
Residential mobility is explained as one way of achieving 
housing needs (Rossi, 1955; Speare, 1970; Chevan, 1971) and 
housing norms (Morris & Winter, 1978). 
According to Michelson (1977), most American families go 
through several stages related to changes in housing need and 
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family composition. In the pre-child period after marriage, 
renting tenure is typical. The high rate of mobility is 
concentrated among the renting families. The absence of 
children may facilitate or hinder mobility. Then as children 
are born, additional bedrooms are needed to meet the growing 
family size and the aging of the children. This expansion 
stage requires more space than rented dwellings can provide. 
Therefore, mobility within this stage is likely to be caused 
by a need to avoid overcrowding and desire for ownership is 
common. 
In the child-launching stage, home ownership and other 
housing norms achieved in most families reduce the desire for 
further mobility. A house may be too large in the post-child 
stage. Some may move to a smaller dwelling or a retirement 
community and some may rent an apartment close to the city 
center. After either spouse dies, the remaining spouse may 
move to live with a married child, to a nursing home, or to a 
some other kind of housing. 
The stages of the family life cycle have been measured as 
composites of family characteristics such as age of head of 
household (Rossi, 1955; Van Arsdol et al., 1968; Butler et 
al., 1964; Okraku, 1971; Long, 1972; Rea, 1978; Galster & 
Hesser, 1981; Yee & Van Arsdol, 1977; McAuley & Nutty, 1982; 
Chi, 1984; Clark et al., 1984; Kendig, 1984; Onaka & Clark, 
1983), duration of marriage (Chevan, 1971; Gladhart, 1973; 
Morris et al., 1976; Morris, 1977; Carey, 1979), marital 
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status (Butler et al., 1964; Speare, 1970; Pickvance, 1974; 
Galster & Hesser, 1981; Yee & Van Arsdol, 1977; McAuley & 
Nutty, 1982; Onaka & Clark, 1983; Chi, 1984; Kendig, 1984; 
Stapleton, 1980), ages of children (Speare, 1970; Okraku, 
1971; Long, 1972; Duncan & Newman, 1976; Michelson, 1977; 
Carey, 1979; Galster & Hesser, 1981; McAuley & Nutty, 1982), 
number of children (Chevan, 1971; Long, 1972; Galster & 
Hesser, 1981; Onaka & Clark, 1983), number of persons in the 
household (Rossi, 1955; Okraku, 1971; Rea, 1978; Chi, 1984; 
Clark et al., 1984), or a birth of the first and/or last child 
(Yee & Van Arsdol, 1977; Stapleton, 1980; Clark et al., 1984). 
Although most research indicates that the stage of the 
family life cycle is a good predictor of residential mobility, 
the use of family life stages has some limitations. First, a 
methodological or measurement limitation lies in the 
definition of classifications for the stages of the family 
life cycle. The fact that the definition and measurement of 
the family life stages varies from one study to another 
reduces the meaning of comparisons among the findings 
(Pickvance, 1973; Schram, 1979; Clark & Onaka, 1983; Quigley & 
Weinberg, 1977). 
The second limitation is that not all households pass 
through the complete cycle explored in the concept of the 
family life cycle (Glick & Parke, 1965; Pickvance, 1973, 1974; 
Yee & Van Arsdol, 1977; Clark & Onaka, 1983; Stapleton, 1980). 
Single-person households, single-parent households, households 
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broken by desertion, divorce, separation, or death, and 
married couples without a child are excluded or only included 
residually in the measurement of the family life cycle. 
Finally, the family life cycle is a broad and 
encompassing variable. According to Rosenberg (1968), a broad 
variable may achieve deceptive theoretical power, in the sense 
that if some of its components have little bearing on the 
dependent variable while others have a great bearing. Each of 
the component variables should be taken into account in order 
not to be in danger of attributing excess importance to a 
variable simply because it is broad and encompassing. 
The stages of the family life cycle do not satisfactorily 
explain the phenomenon of mobility even though the family life 
cycle provides some clue to the reasons of residential 
mobility. For example, the net effect of the age of household 
head on mobility is more than twice as great as that of the 
family life cycle stage (Goodman, 1976) . The family life 
cycle may be interpreted as a rough indicator of the housing 
needs of a household. Gladhart (1973) states that the stages 
themselves are not the actual cause of residential mobility 
but rather, he suggests, demographic changes that characterize 
the stages and changes between stages should be taken into 
account. 
There is a great deal of variation among family heads of 
different ages but at the same family life cycle stage in 
Long's (1972) study. Morris and Winter (1978) also mention 
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that the stage of the family life cycle explains residential 
mobility only when the balance between family composition and 
the family's housing are considered. Some studies have used 
continuous and discrete demographic variables associated with 
the family life cycle stages rather than categorizing family 
characteristics according to the stages of the family life 
cycle. 
Age of head of household and mobility Age of head of 
household is of overwhelming importance in determining whether 
a family moves. Much previous research has shown that the 
overall relationship between mobility and age of the head 
follows the well established pattern of decline from young to 
old: younger families are more likely to be mobile than are 
older families: (Rossi, 1955; Van Arsdol et al., 1968; Speare, 
1970; Long, 1972; Pickvance, 1973; Duncan & Newman, 1976; 
Newman & Duncan, 1979; Bourne, 1981; Yee & Van Arsdol, 1977; 
Boehm, 1981; Goodman, 1976; Varady, 1983; Wiseman, 1980; 
Speare et al., 1975). 
Yee and Van Arsdol (1977) found that the rate of 
residential mobility is approximately related to the age of 
household head by the function of e-® rather than by a 
straight linear function, where 'a' represents chronological 
age of household head. Struyk (1980) states that very few 
elderly-headed households who rent switch their tenure status. 
Rossi (1955) and Pickvance (1973) find that the negative 
relationship to age is independent of the family life cycle 
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stage and housing tenure. 
In Speare's (1970) research, the mobility rates begin at 
0.215 in the 18-24 age group and decline to 0.048 in the 45-54 
age group. After that, they remain approximately constant. 
The families with heads under 25 years old were eight times as 
likely to change residence as those in the age group of 55-64 
(Long, 1972). Each additional year reduces the chance of 
moving by 0.3 to 0.5 percent (Duncan & Newman, 1976; Newman & 
Duncan, 1979). Onaka (1983) tests the interaction effect of 
household size and age of household head. He finds that the 
negative effect of age on residential mobility is 
insignificant for the households with six or more members. 
Months married and mobility The rate of moving declines 
at a decreasing rate over the number of months of marriage 
(Rossi, 1955; Speare, 1970; Chevan, 1971; Gladhart, 1973; 
Speare et al., 1975; Morris et al., 1976; Morris, 1977). 
Chevan (1971) shows that the difference in moving experience 
at the same duration of marriage is small when marriage 
cohorts are controlled. Moving consistently declines during 
the first 18 years of marriage regardless of household density 
and the birth of children. Rates of moving decline most 
during the first nine years of marriage. There is stability 
in the rates at the period from the 25-36 years of marriage. 
Morris (1977) found that the negative relationship 
between months married and mobility has a positive coefficient 
for the quadratic term. Gladhart (1973) found that the 
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relationships are different for renters and owners. The 
relationships between months married and mobility are 
negatively curved for renters and owners. However, the 
positive coefficient for the quadratic term of months married 
is significant only for renters. Morris et al. (1976) suggest 
that the declining expectation of moving with months married 
may be due to the increasing ability of families to attain 
normative housing as time passes. 
Number of children in a household and mobility Long 
(1972) hypothesized that the probability of mobility is 
positively related to the number of children in a household. 
He discovered that the relationship appears to be inverse for 
0, 1, and 2 children and becomes positive for 3 and 4 or more 
children. At each age of head of household, the greatest 
difference in mobility is between couples with none as opposed 
to those with one child. 
Clark et al, (1984) found that households with the birth 
of a child have a probability of moving that is twice as high 
as households without a child birth. The incremental effect 
of additional children on mobility is less than the effect 
associated with going from zero to one child (Long, 1972; 
Chevan, 1971). Chevan (1971) explains that even though the 
extra child can be the deciding factor that stimulates a 
family to move, mobility is very much dependent on what 
occurred before the child was born. A family who moved 
previously had less need to move at the birth of a child than 
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those who had not moved previously. This finding is supported 
by Morris' (1977) and Carey's (1979) research that the birth 
of a child affects mobility through residential crowding. 
Length of residence and mobility " Previous research on 
the impact of length of residence on the probability of moving 
has yielded contradictory results. Mobility rates decline 
with the length of time in the residence (Morrison, 1967; 
Speare, 1970; Speare et al., 1975; Goodman, 1976; Ginsberg, 
1978; Bourne, 1981; Varady, 1983). On the contrary, the 
length of residence is positively related to mobility 
(Gladhart, 1973; Morris, 1977; Clark & Onaka, 1985). However, 
Barrs (1975) and Carey (1979) conclude that length of 
residence is not significantly or only indirectly related to 
mobility. 
Speare (1970), Gladhart (1973), and Varady (1983) tested 
whether the effect of length of residence differs in mobility 
between renters and owners. The signs of the coefficient of 
length of residence are contradictory in three studies. In 
Speare's (1970) research, the mobility rates for renters are 
negatively related to length of residence, but the mobility 
rates are constant for owners. Gladhart (1973) finds that the 
mobility of owners has a positive relationship to length of 
residence, but the relationship is not significant for 
renters. However, the negative impact of length of residence 
on mobility is similar for renters and owners in Varady's 
research (1983). Shumaker and Stokols (1982) find that 
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households that own dwellings and have lived in an area for 
long period of time are less likely to move than are recent 
movers. 
Number of previous moves and mobility There is general 
agreement on the relationship between mobility and the number 
of previous moves. Previous movers are more likely to plan or 
choose future mobility and are more likely to anticipate or 
fulfill their plan or choice than are past stayers. There are 
tendencies to maintain consistency among experience, 
attitudes, and behavior (Van Arsdol et al., 1968). Shuraaker 
and Stokols (1982) indicate that past movers would be more 
likely than nonmovers to view mobility as a viable option for 
meeting changing housing needs. 
Number of previous moves is positively related to 
residential mobility (Gladhart, 1973; Morris, 1977; Carey, 
1979; Shumaker & Stokols, 1982). Gladhart (1973) and Carey 
(1979) actually test both linear and quadratic terms of number 
of previous moves. There is no evidence of a curvilinear 
relationship between number of previous moves and mobility. 
Both renters and owners have a positive relationship 
(Gladhart, 1973). 
Education of head of household and mobility Previous 
research has shown that the effect of the level of education 
is inconsistent in various studies. Foote et al. (1960) 
suggest that the level of educational attainment is positively 
related to mobility. The effect of educational level on 
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actual mobility is not significant (Duncan & Newman, 1976). 
Years of education of husband, as a continuous variable, has 
an insignificant influence on residential mobility (Morris, 
1977; Varady, 1983). Carey (1979) used the number of years of 
wife's education and shows that education of the wife has a 
positive effect on residential mobility. 
One reason for the contradictory results may be the fact 
that some have categorized the education variable while others 
have used education as a continuous variable. Another reason 
may be the fact of using the head of household. Education of 
head of household could be education of female as well as male 
head of household. Thus, sex of head of household may have 
differentially influenced the results. 
Female-headed households and mobility Winter and Morris 
(1982) find that female-headed households are less likely to 
own their dwelling or to live in a single-family dwelling than 
are jointly headed households. Also, home ownership and the 
single-family dwelling are less preferred by female-headed 
households than they are by jointly headed households. 
Stapleton (1980) states that female-headed households are 
more likely than jointly headed households to move. The moves 
by female-headed households are more likely to be within the 
same city. Female-headed households have higher mobility 
rates than do male-headed households when controlling housing 
and neighborhood problems and housing satisfaction (Varady, 
1983). 
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Long (1972) finds that female-headed households with 
children are more mobile than jointly headed household at the 
same age and with the same number and ages of children 
present. In Long's (1972) research, age of children has 
generally the same effect for female-headed households and 
jointly headed households, while the relationship between 
number of children and the probability of. moving for 
female-headed households is unclear. In a similar fashion, 
Barrs (1975) tests the impact of presence of husband on desire 
to move. Morris et al. (1976) investigate the relationship of 
sex of head of a household to propensity to move. Both 
results support Long's (1972) findings. 
In Duncan and Newman's (1976) research on expected and 
actual residential mobility, fulfillment rates of 
female-headed households are three-fourths of those of jointly 
headed households after the effects of income, education, age, 
and other variables are controlled. Morris and Winter (1978) 
point out that contradictory results, where female-headed 
households have higher or the same mobility rate than do 
jointly headed households, may have occurred because of the 
inconsistent definitions of "other households" vs female-
headed households or some have studied actual mobility while 
others have studied propensity to move. 
Crowding and mobility Morris et al. (1985) distinguish 
between density and crowding as do Fischer et al. (1975). 
According to Morris et al. (1985) , density as the stressor (or 
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objective physical fact of housing) is measured in terms of 
the number of persons per bedroom and crowding as the stress 
(or psychological state) is an indicator of level of 
satisfaction with amount of space in the dwelling. 
Residential crowding has usually been defined as 
persons-per-room {USBC, 1983; Chevan, 1971), 
persons-per-sleeping room (Wilner et al., 1962), the 
discrepancy between number of actual and required rooms 
(Duncan & Newman, 1976; Newman & Duncan, 1979; Goodman, 1976), 
the discrepancy between number of actual and needed bedrooms 
(Gladhart, 1973; Morris, 1977; Morris & Winter, 1978; Carey, 
1979), or square meters per person (Clark et al., 1984). 
Because the need for space changes according to number, 
age, and sex of household members as well as other components, 
the measure of persons-per-room has failed to take into 
account those differences in terms of culturally prescribed 
space norms. Morris et al. (1985) indicate that the use of 
bedrooms in residential crowding is justified on the grounds 
that dwellings vary in the number of bedrooms but are similar 
in the number of other rooms and that the norms governing the 
allocation of persons to bedrooms have their source in the 
need to control opportunities for incest. 
Gladhart (1973) and Morris (1977) developed a bedroom 
need index based on incest taboos as well as other 
psychological components. They used bedroom deficit which is 
the difference between the bedrooms needed and the current 
21 
number of bedrooms. Bedroom deficit is similar to measure of 
needed rooms and actual rooms in Duncan and Newman (1976) and 
Greenfield and Lewis (1969). All research has shown that 
residential mobility is positively related to residential 
crowding. Goodman (1976) finds that about forty percent of 
local moves result in at least one more room in the current 
dwelling than in the previous one. 
Theoretical Framework for Becoming a First-time 
Home Owner 
The theoretical framework of this study is based upon the 
Morris and Winter model of housing adjustment behavior made by 
households. Their theory (1975, 1976, 1978, 1983, 1985) has 
been developed with a basis on previous theories such as the 
structural-functional framework of sociology, general systems' 
theory as developed by Sztompka (1974), microeconomic theory 
applied to consumer choice, family management theories 
developed by Deacon and Firebaugh (1981) and by Gross, 
Crandall, and Knoll (1980), and specific theories applied to 
housing by Riemer (1945), Rossi (1955), and Foote et al. 
(1960) . 
There are nine basic concepts used in the housing 
adjustment model by Morris and Winter: norms, housing 
conditions, normative deficits, satisfaction, the propensity 
to engage in adjustment behavior, adjustment behavior, 
constraints, values, and preferences. 
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Three levels of norms are discussed. Cultural norms 
indicate how the things ought be. Family norms are how things 
should be as perceived by the family. The third level is the 
concept of preferences (Morris & Winter, 1983). Preferences 
are the result of interactions between norms and constraints. 
Values are used to explain the translation of norms to 
preferences and are measured by the importance of various 
domains of life and housing. 
Housing norms indicate how various housing conditions 
should be, described not in a relative but in an absolute 
manner. Households preserve those norms by self-regulatory 
mechanisms. The desired state of equilibrium is identified as 
households' housing goals (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1981; Sztompka, 
1974). 
Home ownership and single-family residence represent the 
main housing norms of American society. Housing norms related 
to tenure and structure type differ very little by subgroups 
(Morris & Winter, 1976; Morris et al., 1984; Sward & Morris, 
1986). 
Apparent changes in norms for tenure and structure type 
are more likely to be related to changes in actual housing 
conditions and the constraints than to changes in norms 
(Snyder-McKenna, 1982; Sward & Morris, 1986). The current 
housing conditions are attributes of a dwelling unit, to which 
values, norms, and preferences can apply. Normative deficits 
are discrepancies between housing conditions and housing 
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norms. Satisfaction is a response to normative deficits. 
Housing deficits are the deviations of actual housing 
conditions from housing norms. Thus, households that are 
renters or residents of nonsingle-family dwellings are 
experiencing housing deficits. Housing deficits reduce the 
level of the household's satisfaction which in turn causes the 
development of a propensity to adjust. Households are willing 
to seek a state prescribed by the housing norms that increases 
satisfaction levels through correcting the deficits. If the 
state prescribed by the norms is achieved, households tend to 
maintain the state of equilibrium. Some households may reach 
a state of equilibrium (being a home owner or. a resident of a 
single-family dwelling) through more than one residential 
move. Each move potentially makes a household able to meet 
one of the housing norms, called a state of partial 
equilibrium. Satisfaction and a propensity to adjust are not 
included in this study because of the characteristics of event 
history data. 
There are two adjustment propensities: a propensity to 
move into other housing or a propensity to alter or add to the 
current housing. Two adjustment behaviors are also available: 
residential mobility and alterations or additions. In this 
research only residential mobility is studied. 
Five constraints affect the probability of attaining the 
four stages of housing adjustment behavior (perception of 
normative deficits, development of dissatisfaction, 
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development of adjustment propensities, and exhibition of 
behavior). Those constraints are 1) predispositions such as 
fatalism, apathy, and value orientation, 2) organizational 
constraints related to household structure to hinder or 
facilitate decision making, 3) resource constraints such as 
income, time, and information, 4) market constraints such as 
the supplies and prices of dwelling and credits, and 5) 
discrimination based on sex, race, ethnicity, and age (Morris 
& Winter, 1985). 
There are five basic assumptions in the Morris and Winter 
housing adjustment theory. A household tends to maintain a 
state of equilibrium. Cultural norms are used to evaluate 
current housing conditions. The process of housing adjustment 
behavior is cognitive and voluntary. The household makes 
decisions on the basis of consensus of the household members' 
common view of cultural norms and values. 
Those basic concepts and assumptions are similar in the 
two versions of the housing adjustment model: the 
comparative-static model and the dynamic model. In the 
dynamic model, family housing norms and housing services are 
not static but may be changing. The concept of adaptation 
explains a situation when no adjustment is feasible because 
the constraints on a household's adjustment behavior prevent 
action. There are four adaptive alternatives available to the 
household; change in resources, change in organization or role 
structure, change in family norms, and change in household 
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composition. 
This study examines a version of the dynamic model that 
allows changes in household and housing characteristics. 
Change in household composition related to number of persons 
in the household, sex, age, marital status, and relationship 
to the respondent and the number of bedrooms in the residence 
over time are taken into account as a bedroom deficit. 
Residential mobility is one option for households to 
respond to their housing deficits. Because the other option 
of housing adjustment is precluded or limited for renters 
and/or residents of nonsingle-family dwellings, those 
households usually make a move to another residence to reduce 
their housing deficits. Major changes in housing produced by 
residential mobility are changes in the number of bedrooms, 
tenure, and structure type of dwelling besides quality, 
neighborhood, and others. 
The Hypothesized Models 
A marriage-year segment, each year of family and 
residential history of a household, has data on the events and 
changes of state that occurred during that year (between time 
T and time T+1) and the states of the household and housing at 
the beginning of the year (time T). The subsequent mobility 
of renter households related to achieving first-time home 
ownership is predicted by changes in household composition and 
by housing changes in number of bedrooms and a structure type 
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deficit that occurred as a result of mobility, controlling 
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the 
household. It is assumed that if a household, which is a 
renter at time 1, makes a move out of current housing between 
time 1 and time 2, then the housing characteristics at time 1 
are not appropriate to the household's housing needs. 
There are two main models to be tested in this 
dissertation. The first model is the probability of becoming 
a first-time home owner based on all information about all 
years of the married life of the couple. All households for 
these models are renters at the beginning time, who are in an 
initial disequilibrium state, and may become first-time home 
owners later on. 
The event of becoming a first-time home owner between 
time T and T+1 is caused by housing deficits and household 
characteristics at time T. The hypothesized model for 
becoming a first-time home owner is; 
P (becoming a first-time home owner between time T and T+1) 
= f (time, age of wife at marriage, education of wife, 
calendar year of marriage, months in the 
residence, number of previous moves, household 
size, presence of husband, number of births, 
bedroom deficit, structure deficit at time T) 
where T is any time until a renter household becomes 
a first-time home owner. 
The second model is the conditional probability of 
becoming a first-time home owner based on the characteristics 
of a base year. This conditional probability shows the 
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impacts of the household and housing characteristics at the 
beginning of the base year on a renter household's becoming a 
first-time home owner within a particular period time (first 
five years, second five years, after ten years of marriage). 
The hypothesized model of conditional probability is; 
P (becoming a first-time home owner between time T and T+i) 
= f (time, age of wife at marriage, education of wife, 
calendar year of marriage, months in the residence, 
number of previous moves, household size, presence 
of husband, number of births, bedroom deficit, 
structure deficit at time T) 
where T is the base year (1, 6, 11) and i is any 
positive integer number beside T. 
The hypothesized models imply several assumptions for 
simplicity and limitations associated with the use of event 
history data. First, it is assumed that there is no limit in 
the supply side of dwellings so households can choose whatever 
type of dwelling they want to live in at any time in terms of 
number of bedrooms, tenure, and structure type of dwelling. 
Household decisions to change in tenure from rent to own are 
in reality influenced by the alternatives available in the 
housing market. Also, excess demand and supply in particular 
localities or in particular types of dwellings may cause 
households to continue in a state of disequilibrium in 
housing. Households are assumed to have full information of 
the housing market including all vacant units and all prices 
despite all households not having perfect information of the 
housing market all the time. Finally, resource constraints in 
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terms of income, transaction cost, and moving cost are not 
directly considered in the models. 
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CHAPTER II. PROCEDURES 
The Data 
The data used in this analysis were gathered by 
researchers in six of the states of the North Central area of 
the U. S. in 1985-1986 as a part of regional research project 
(NC-178). A multistage area sample was drawn from the rural 
areas and towns under 20,000 population in Iowa, Nebraska, 
Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, and Missouri with 
probabilities proportional to the number of occupied housing 
units (1980 Census of Housing). One advantage of area 
sampling is that the sampling frame is always complete and up-
to-date. 
For this analysis, only the cases where households heads 
had been married for at least one year were included. When 
the female spouse was not present at the time of the 
interview, the information up to the time the female spouse 
left the household was used. With the respondent who had 
divorced and remarried, only the history of the current 
marriage was collected. 
After deleting households with never-married heads (39 
cases), households with incomplete history information (19 
cases), and households married less than the one year period 
(10 cases), the sample of 438 households among 506 (86.6 %) is 
used to analyze family and residential histories. Most of 
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households that were deleted because of incomplete information 
had either a very large number of people who entered and left, 
a very large number of residences, or both. For example, one 
household that lived in 43 different residences could not 
remember the information on each residence. One divorced and 
one separated household did not want to give any information 
about their previous members of the households. There were 
more than 20 people who entered and left one household; the 
respondent could not remember when each member was born, 
entered, or left the household. 
The data were originally in the form of family and 
residential histories for each household since household 
formation. The family history data consist of the information 
about each individual who is living and had lived in the 
household, including month and year of birth, sex, month and 
year entered the household, month and year left the household 
(if applicable), relationship to the respondent, marital 
status, and month and year of a marriage (if applicable). The 
residential history data consist of the information about the 
present dwelling and each of the previous dwellings in which 
the household had lived, including month and year moved in, 
county, state, the size of town, tenure, structure type, and 
number of bedrooms. 
Other aspects of family and residential history of 
interest can be determined from that information. Months in 
the residence is calculated by subtracting month and year 
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moved to the previous residence from the calendar date. 
Number of previous moves is a sequence number of previous and 
present residences minus one. 
Missing data were recoded according to the careful 
examination of the questionnaires. If the questionnaire 
showed that a birth occurred in the spring, then it was 
recoded as May, which corresponded to a spring month. Any 
missing month for birth dates, entered dates, left dates, or 
moving dates except months for missing wedding dates was coded 
as a seven which is the median of months in a year. The 
missing month for a wedding date was coded as a six which is 
the mode of month of marriage. 
The cases that had any missing years of occurrence of 
events which had no clues in the questionnaires were deleted. 
If either the year of husband's birth date or that of wife's 
was missing, the year was coded in such a way that husbands 
were two years older than their wives. For example, if the 
year of a wife's birthday was missing, the year was allocated 
two years less than the year of her husband's birthday. In 
the case where a multiple number of moves occurred within a 
year, information of the last residence was used even though 
the number of all moves was taken into account. 
The data were transformed into a yearly longitudinal form 
of record for each household's life, beginning at the month 
and year of the current marriage. The starting time of 
observation is the month and year of the current or last 
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marriage. The unit of each marriage-year segment of a 
household history is treated as a separate single observation. 
The first observation for each household begins with the month 
and year of household formation. The following observations 
begin with the anniversary of the current marriage. The 
observation has equal-width intervals, one year. Whether an 
event occurs or not is observed within the interval rather 
than the exact time of the event. The maximum length of the 
period of observation is not restricted in this analysis. The 
length of time is until an event occurs or until the date when 
the interview was completed. 
There were 11,679 one-year segments from 438 households. 
The number of segments ranged from one to 70 with the average 
number of segments per household of 26.7, which means that 
respondents got married on the average 25 and an half years 
ago on the date of the interview. Marriage-year segments for 
each household were created from the date of marriage to the 
date of the interview (November of 1985). Households who have 
been married 40 years potentially contribute 40 observations 
to the data base. 
The households who started with rental tenure were 
selected up to the first time move to an owned dwelling 
occurred or to the time of the interview. Households who 
rented for seven years and then bought a house contribute 
seven years of observations to the data. Approximately 75 
percent of respondents (N=325) were renters at the time of 
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their marriage. There were 3083 marriage-year segments from 
325 households. The average number of segments was 9.5 with a 
range from one to 65. Two hundred seventy-three out of 325 
rental households at the time of marriage (84 %) became a 
first-time home owner and generated 2347 marriage-year 
segments with an average of 8.6 per household, which means 
that the average household that rented their dwelling at the 
time of marriage became a first-time home owner during the 
middle of the eighth year of marriage. When 273 households 
became first-time home owners, 41 percent switched the type of 
dwelling and 69 percent experienced changes in the number of 
bedrooms. About 86 percent of the first-time home owners 
purchased a single-family dwelling. 
The data for this dissertation are likely to be more 
homogeneous than were the history data used for previous 
studies (Carey, 1979; Gladhart, 1973; Memken, 1984) because 
this analysis used only the data for households who were 
renters at the time of marriage. This reduced set of data 
permits analysis of transitions from rental to ownership for 
those who have had no previous experience with home ownership. 
Censored observations arise when no change is observed 
because the change would have to have occurred beyond the 
point of the interview. Censored data are implicitly assumed 
to be censored at the end point of the period of observation. 
In this analysis, 52 out of 325 households (16 %) are 
censored. They produced 736 marriage-year segments and ranged 
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from one to 65 with an average of 14.2. Half the censored 
households are censored during the first five years of 
marriage. 
Tuma and Hannan {1979a) suggest the following three 
approaches to the censoring problem: delete censored cases; 
treat censored observations as if an event occurred at the 
time of the last observation; or assume the same model can 
apply to the cases of censored and noncensored observations. 
In this analysis, the third approach was used. The households 
who did not purchase a first home by the date of the interview 
contributed the number of years the households had been in 
existence to that date. 
There are two types of explanatory variables in event 
history data; (1) variables that are constant over the period 
of observation such as education of the wife, calendar year of 
marriage, and age of wife at marriage and (2) time-varying 
variables which can vary from one year-segment to the next. 
In time-varying variables, some variables are necessarily 
incremented periodically such as age of wife or number of 
months since a marriage. Some variables are not necessarily 
subject to periodic change such as female-headed household, 
bedroom deficit, tenure deficit, structure type deficit, 
number of previous moves, household size, number of births, 
and months in the residence. 
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The Variables 
Each marriage-year segment includes two types of 
variables: condition variables and event variables. 
Conditions that existed at the beginning of the each year 
segment (time T) are recorded for each marriage-year segment. 
Events that occurred during the year segment (between time T 
and time T+1) as well as the events that occurred during the 
preceding year (between time T-1 and time T) and the following 
year (between time T+1 and time T+2) are recorded for each 
marriage-year segment. The preceding year of the first 
marriage-year segment does not exist as the following year of 
the last marriage-year segment does not. 
The event variable 
The dependent variable is considered as an event 
variable. The dependent variable is dichotomous (1 if the 
event occurred; 0 if the event did not occur) and indicates 
whether the household became a first-time home owner during a 
given year of marriage. Becoming a first-time home owner 
should occur only once to each household. Therefore, the 
total number of marriage-year segments with the value one of 
the event can not exceed the total number of households. 
Since 52 households are censored, there are only 273 segments 
among the total 3083 marriage-year segments (8.9 %) that have 
the value one of the event during the year (between time T and 
time T+1) . 
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The condition variables 
The condition variables include sociodemographic 
characteristics of the wife in each household, residential 
history, and residential crowding. These variables are 
recorded as conditions at the beginning of each marriage-year 
segment (time T). 
The characteristics of the wife in each household include 
the marriage age of the wife, the age of the wife, number of 
years since marriage (time), education of the wife, number of 
births, and female-headed household. The marriage age of the 
wife is the wife's age at her last marriage. Average age of 
wife at marriage is 21.3 with a range from 11 to 57. The age 
of the wife is the age of the wife in years. Years since a 
marriage is the sequential number of total years of marriage. 
Education of the wife is measured as the number of years 
of education the wife had completed at the time of the 
interview. It is assumed that the completed years of 
education is the same over all observations for each 
household. Education of the wife has an average of 11.4 and 
ranges from two to 19. Number of births is the cumulative 
number of births the wife gave during the marriage. The 
average number of births is 1.4 with a range from zero to 
seven. Female-headed household is a dichotomous variable and 
coded one if the head of household is female and zero if the 
household is jointly headed. A small percentage (3.4) of the 
total segments (N=105) have the value one. Household size is 
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the total number of people in the household and ranges from 
one to 11 with an average of 3.4. 
The residential history includes the number of previous 
moves, months in the residence, tenure, structure type, and 
bedroom deficit. Number of previous moves measures the number 
of actual moves that occurred since marriage. It ranges from 
zero to 17 times. Months in the residence measures how long 
the household had lived in its current dwelling at time T, 
which ranges from zero to 672 months. The tenure and 
structure type deficits are dichotomous variables. The tenure 
deficit is coded zero if the household owned the dwelling and 
one otherwise. The structure type deficit is coded zero if 
the household was living in a single-family dwelling and one 
otherwise. There are 783 segments with the value one for the 
structure deficit (25.4 %). Every marriage-year segment has a 
tenure deficit in this dissertation because only those who 
started their marriage in rental housing were included. 
Therefore, the households that have bedroom and structure type 
deficits at time T have the three deficits of bedroom, 
structure type, and tenure in this analysis. 
The bedroom deficit is calculated by subtracting the 
bedroom need score from the number of bedrooms in the 
household's current dwelling (Gladhart, 1973; Morris & Winter, 
1978; Carey, 1979). The bedroom deficit variable can have a 
positive or negative score. A negative bedroom deficit, 
indicating a shortage of bedrooms, is the only one that the 
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households are considered to be deficient in dwelling space 
(Crull, 1979; Memken, 1984). Therefore, only the negative 
bedroom deficit scores are used in this analysis. Bedroom 
deficit is coded one if the household had a negative bedroom 
deficit score and zero if the household had either a positive 
bedroom deficit score or no bedroom deficit. There are 681 
marriage-year segments with the value one for the bedroom 
deficit (22.1 %). 
Logistic Analysis 
Event history data are a type of longitudinal data, which 
allow for measurements of changes over time. The same 
respondents are observed over time. Exact times of events are 
recorded by asking respondents to retrospectively indicate 
when the event or change occurred. A respondent's record 
begins at the time at which the event potentially could first 
occur in event history data rather than at the same points in 
chronological time of the data collection in other types of 
longitudinal data, for example, panel data. The event of 
first-time home ownership is nonrepeatable. 
Event history data could be considered the same as life 
or survival data as it is called in biomedical or engineering 
studies if the event is nonrepeatable, the outcome of the 
event is binary, and the explanatory variables are not changed 
over time. 
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According to Allison (1982): 
where the explanatory variables are constant over time, 
each individual is treated as a single observation with 
a dependent variable composed of two parts (0,1) without 
losing information (p 65). 
The time variable represents the length of time from initially 
entering the observation to event occurrence. Therefore, the 
event occurrence depends in part upon the length of the time. 
The conceptualization of time has two dimensions. First, the 
distribution of the time variable can be approached with 
nonparametric as well as parametric techniques. Secondly, the 
time variable can be continuous or discrete. The exact time 
of an event occurrence is shown in the form of continuous 
time. An event occurs within an interval of thé time in 
discrete form of time. 
A number of special statistical packages are available to 
analyze event history data as a form of life or survival data 
(K.J. Koehler, Department of Statistics, Iowa State 
University, personal communication, November 3 to 14, 1986; ' 
W.Q. Meeker Jr., Department of Statistics, Iowa State 
University, personal communication, November 3 to 14, 1986; 
Wagner & Meeker, 1985). Table 1 shows some statistical 
programs by two dimensions of time. For parametric 
estimations, time is the dependent variable, while an event 
(0, 1) is the dependent variable in nonparametric estimations. 
The statistical method used in this data analysis is 
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Table 1. Statistical programs to fit the event history data 
Distribution of time 
Time 
Parametric 
estimation 
Nonparametric 
estimation 
Continuous LIFEREG using 
Weibull, Gamma, 
exponential, etc 
distributions 
PHGLM 
BMDP2L 
Discrete Meeker's PGM using 
Weibull, uniform, 
gamma, etc. 
distribution 
CATMOD (logit) 
BMDPLR (logit) 
PROBIT (probit) 
LOGIST (logistic) 
logistic regression analysis (Afifi & Clark, 1984; Allison, 
1982; Amemiya, 1981; Bishop et al., 1975; Brown, 1975; 
Forthofer & Lehnen, 1981; Gilbert, 1981; Knoke & Burke, 1980; 
Hanushek & Jackson, 1977; Lane & Kinsey, 1980; Morris & Cho, 
1986; Russell & Rives, 1979; Walker & Duncan, 1967). Logistic 
analysis is one means of analysis of dichotomous dependent 
variables. The dependent variable in this dissertation, to 
become a first-time home owner, is binary. The dependent 
variable has the value one if the event occurred in a 
marriage-year segment and zero if the event did not occur. 
In mathematical form, the logistic function used in logit 
or logistic regression analysis is as follows; 
1 qO 4- P X 
P or 
1 + g- ( a t D X ) 1 + qo + (J X 
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where P = the probe'tlity of becoming a first-
time home owner 
a, P = estimated coefficients of independent 
variables 
X = independent variables to cause the 
response becoming a first-time 
home owner 
The logistic regression analysis is applicable for any 
combination of discrete and continuous independent variables. 
To choose between logit and logistic analysis is a matter of 
convenience. Logit analysis seems more likely to be 
applicable than logistic analysis to the case when most of the 
independent variables are discrete, while logistic analysis is 
more applicable than logit analysis to the case of continuous 
independent variables even though each analysis has an option 
to take into account any type of independent variables. 
The logistic function is very similar to the normal 
distribution, which is the transforming function for probit 
analysis. The only difference is that the tails of the normal 
distribution approach the axes more quickly than do those 
of the logistic distribution (Hanushek & Jackson, 1977). 
Therefore, the estimators of logit or logistic analysis are 
very similar to those of probit analysis. 
The method of maximum likelihood is used to estimate the 
coefficients of the independent variables in this analysis. 
The maximum likelihood function yields sufficient estimators 
whenever they exist, and the estimators are asymptotically, 
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minimum variance, unbiased, estimators (Freund & Walpole, 
1980; Lane & Kinsey, 1980). 
The problems that occur in analyzing event history data 
such as censoring and time-varying independent variables have 
been solved by the method of maximum likelihood (Allison, 
1982; Hanushek & Quigley, 1978b; Flinn & Heckman, 1982) . The 
maximum likelihood method can be applied where all the 
independent variables are categorical or where continuous and 
categorical independent variables are mixed (Hanushek & 
Jackson, 1977). 
The logistic analysis for this dissertation is 
accomplished through the use of the LOGIST procedure in SAS 
(Harrell, 1983). To include a categorical variable in the 
procedure, each category should be arranged as a form of a 
dummy variable. Therefore, a categorical variable that has 
four categories should be arranged as three dummy variables. 
The logistic analysis derives maximum likelihood estimators 
for each continuous and for each category of a categorical 
independent variable. 
By examining the values of chi-square for each 
independent variable and for each dummy of a categorical 
independent variable, it is possible to recognize which 
independent variables are making a significant contribution to 
the estimated model explaining the proportion of log-
likelihood on the dependent variable. The model likelihood 
ratio chi-square and its p-value and degrees of freedom show 
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how well the estimated model fits the observed data. The R 
statistic, which is similar to the adjusted R in the multiple 
linear regression analysis, indicates the predictive ability 
of the estimated model. The R2 is the proportion of log-
likelihood explained by the model. 
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CHAPTER III. THE ANALYSIS OF FIRST-TIME 
HOME OWNERSHIP 
This chapter includes five parts, (1) the descriptive 
analysis which is based on Pearson Correlation and 
crosstabulations, (2) the bivariate analysis which indicates 
the individual relationship of each of the independent 
variables with the dependent variable, (3) deficit analysis 
which is aimed to examine the dynamic aspects of changes in 
structure and bedroom deficits through a move, (4) the 
multivariate analysis which includes the relationships of all 
the independent variables with the dependent variable, and (5) 
the conditional analysis which shows the conditional 
probability of becoming a first-time home owner based on the 
characteristics of independent variables at three different 
times. The goal of these analyses is to explore the 
determinants of first-time home ownership. 
Descriptive Analysis 
Table 2 shows the matrix of the Pearson Product-Moment 
Correlation Coefficients between all the pairs of variables 
used in the analyses with the data arranged in marriage-year 
segments. The correlation matrix is a square matrix. The 
correlation of a variable with itself is always one and 
appears on the diagonal of the matrix. The upper and lower 
triangles of the matrix are identical. The significance level 
Table 2. A matrix of Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients (N=3083) 
12 3 4 
1. Age of wife at marriage 1 
2. Calendar year of marriage .06* 1 
3. Education of wife .13* .40* 1 
4. Time .00 -.45* -.22* 1 
5. months in a residence .04* -.33* -.06* .75 
6. Number of previous moves -.17* -.12* -.19* .39* 
7. Household size -.10* -.06* -.18* .02 
8. Age of wife .40* -.40* -.15* .92* 
9. Presence of husband .00 .08* .01 -.34* 
10. Number of births -.15* -.27* -.31* .52* 
11. Bedroom deficit -.08* -.11* -.10* .01 
12. Structure deficit .02 .14* .09* -.08* 
^Significant at p<.05. 
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5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 
-.08* 1 
-.06* .27* 1 
.70* .29* -.02 1 
-.12* -.19* .17* -.31* 1 
.18* .58* .68* .42* -.09 1 
-.04* .17* .51* -.02 -.02 .37* 1 
-.07* -.09* -.29* -.18* -.08*, .33 .01 1 
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of the correlation coefficients is based on a two-tail test. 
The one-tail test is appropriate when the direction of the 
relationship between a pair of variables is known. 
Time, based on the number of years since marriage, is 
highly correlated with age of wife. The correlation 
coefficient is 0.92. Memken (1984) and Gladhart (1973) 
included only time in their main analyses, while Carey (1979) 
used both variables, which had a correlation coefficient of 
0.85. For this analysis, only time is used. 
Time has a correlation coefficient of 0.75 with the 
number of months lived in the residence, which is the highest 
correlation coefficient between pairs of variables included in 
the analysis. Memken (1984) reported that the correlation 
coefficient between time and months in a residence was 0.60 
using the type of history data to estimate the probability of 
residential mobility. 
Some cautions may be needed to explain the impacts of 
each of the two highly correlated variables separately in one 
model. For other pairs of variables, multicollinearity does 
not appear to be an obvious problem. 
The three way crosstabulation among time in 10-year 
intervals, calendar year of marriage, and becoming a first-
time home owner is shown in Table 3 using marriage-year 
segment as the unit of analysis. Each column shows the 
percentage distribution of becoming a first-time home owner 
associated with each particular marriage cohort over time. 
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For each column, the probability is generally higher at the 
top cell and decreases toward the bottom, which implies that 
the probability of becoming a first-time home owner declines 
over time regardless of when the household was formed. 
Becoming a first-time home owner is more likely in the first 
10-year period than any time later on except for the 1945-1954 
marriage cohort. This exception may be related to 
postponements of home ownership because of historical events 
such as the second world war and the Korean conflict. 
From the first row of Table 3, the probability of 
becoming a first-time home owner tends to become larger from 
the right (6.6) to the left (16.5), which indicates that the 
more recently formed households have a higher probability of 
becoming first-time home owners within the first 10-year 
period than do households formed long ago. It takes less time 
Table 3. Percent distribution of becoming a first-time home 
owner by time and marriage cohort based on marriage-
year segments (N=3083) 
Marriage cohort 
Time 1975-1984 1965-1974 1955-1964 1945-1954 1915-1944 
% (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) 
1 - 1 0  1 6 . 5 ( 2 0 6 )  1 5 . 3 ( 3 5 2 )  1 2 . 9 ( 2 5 6 )  1 0 . 0 ( 3 7 0 )  6 . 6  ( 7 3 9 )  
11 - 20 4.8 (42) 7.1 (56) 14.4 (97) 4.2 (401) 
21 - 30 8.0 (25) 2.3 (43) 5.8 (241) 
31 - 40 4.3 (23) 5.8 (120) 
41 - 65 3.6 (112) 
Total (N) 206 394 337 533 1613 
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to buy a first home now than it did earlier. This trend may 
be related to changes in economic, social, and demographic 
characteristics of households as well as socioeconomic changes 
in the society over time. 
The percentage distribution of becoming a first-time home 
owner in each cell in Table 3 is low because the unit of 
analysis is marriage-year segment (N=3083) rather than 
household (N=325). Each household can become a first-time 
home owner only once in this analysis. Two hundred seventy-
three households out of 325 (84 %) became first-time home 
owners during the period of observation. The total number of 
325 households generated a total of 3083 marriage-year 
segments. Therefore, the average rate of becoming a first-
time home owner in Table 3 is 273 marriage-year segments 
divided by the total segments of 3083 (8.9 %). 
The concept of one household having a chance of becoming 
a first-time home owner only once in this analysis permits a 
different way of looking at the relationships among time, 
calendar year of marriage, and becoming a first-time home 
owner. Table 4 shows the three way crosstabulation similar to 
Table 3 based on the individual household as the unit of 
analysis. 
From the first row of Table 4, more than 50 percent of 
the households become a first-time home owner within the first 
ten years of marriage in all marriage cohorts. The 
probability is successively higher for recent cohorts except 
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Table 4. Percent distribution of becoming a first-time home 
owner by time and marriage chort based on 
individual households (N=325) 
Marriage cohort 
Time 1975-1984 1965-1974 1955-1964 1945-1954 1915-1944 
% (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) 
1 - 1 0  51.5*(66) 84.4 (55) 78 .6 (33) 66.1 (37) 50.5 (49) 
11 - 20 3.1*( 9) 9 .5 ( 4) 25.0 (14) 17.5 (17) 
21 - 30 4 .8*{ 5) 1.8 ( 1) 14.4 (14) 
31 - 40 1.8*( 4) 7.2 ( 7) 
41 - 65 4.1*(10) 
Total % 51.5 87.5 92.9 94.6 93.8 
(N) 66 64 42 56 97 
*Probabilities in categories with censored data. 
the households formed between 1975 and 1984. The probability 
for this group would be increased if the data were not 
censored. About half of the most recently married households 
(48.5 %) had not completed ten years of marriage. 
The pattern of declining probability over time for each 
marriage cohort clearly appears in this table. The 
probability rapidly decreases about 30 to 50 percent between 
the first and second 10-year period and then the decline of 
the probability slows down. The final probability of becoming 
a first-time home owner is misleading in all cohorts because 
of censoring. 
The relationship between time and becoming a first-time 
home owner is examined in detail in Table 5. Time is divided 
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Table 5. Probability of becoming a first-time home 4 owner for 
5-year periods of marriage for all cohorts (N=325) 
Time la 2" 3= 4d 5= 6f 
1 - 5 325 135 26 164 .415 .495 
6 - 10 164 72 7 85 .439 .264 
11 - 15 85 26 4 55 .306 .095 
16 - 20 55 11 3 41 .200 .040 
21 - 25 41 13 1 27 .317 .048 
26 - 30 27 4 2 21 .148 .015 
31 - 35 21 7 2 12 .333 .026 
36 - 40 12 1 1 10 .083 .003 
41 - 45 10 2 1 7 .200 .007 
46 — 50 7 1 1 5 .143 .003 
51 - 55 5 - 2 3 - -
56 - 60 3 - 1 2 - -
61 - 65 2 1 1 .500 .004 
®Number of rental households at the beginning year of each 
time period. 
>>Number of households becoming a home owner within the 
period. 
"Number of households censored within the period. 
«'Number of households remaining in rental status at the 
last year of each period. 
®The probability of becoming a first-time home owner 
= (2)/{l). 
fThe probability of becoming a first-time home owner among 
households that eventually purchased a home = (2)/273. 
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into 13 5-year periods. It is assumed that households have 
the same probability of becoming a first-time home owner 
within the period disregarding the explanatory variables. The 
first column of Table 5 indicates the number of households at 
the beginning year of each 5-year period. 
The households in the first column have three 
possibilities. They could become first-time home owners 
within the period (column 2), could be censored (column 3), or 
could remain in rental status until the last year of the 
period (column 4). 
Censoring can be general, the case where home ownership 
had not occurred by the end of the interview and specific, the 
case where the household had not completed the number of years 
implied in the given interval because, e.g., it was formed 
less than five years ago (column 3). Therefore, the number in 
the first column is the sum of columns 2, 3 and 4. 
The number of households remaining in rental status at 
the last year of the period (column 4) becomes the number of 
households at the beginning year of the following period 
(column 1). The probability of becoming a first-time home 
owner within each 5-year period (column 2 over column 1) is 
listed in column 5. 
Because the number of rental households steadily 
diminishes over the periods (column 1), it is possible for the 
probability of becoming a first-time home owner to increase 
(column 5) even when the actual number of households who 
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become first-time home owners (column 2) declines. For 
example, the probability in the second 5-year period is 
greater than the probability in the first 5-year period even 
though more households became a first-time home owner within 
the first five years than the second five years. 
There is an interesting pattern looking down column 5. 
The probability for the time 11-15 is 0,306. For the time 16-
20, it is smaller at 0.200. Then, the rate is 0.317 for the 
next 5-year period and then it is 0.148 for the following 
period. This pattern of a higher rate of becoming a first-
time home owner followed by a low probability for the next 5-
year period and then a higher rate for the following period is 
similar to the one found in residential mobility (Memken, 
1984). The similar pattern of a 5-year period between 
becoming a first-time home owner and residential mobility 
implies that the event of becoming a first-time home owner 
occurred through residential mobility. The high number of 
censored cases in the first 5-year period (column 3) can 
explain why the 5-year fluctuating pattern does not appear in 
the first period. 
Column 6 of Table 5 represents the probability of all 
eventual home owners who became first-time home owners during 
the period (column 2 over 273). The rate declines rapidly 
during the first two periods. About 50 percent of first-time 
home owners bought a home within the first 5-year period and 
another quarter during the second five years. 
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Table 6. Annual probability of becoming a first-time home 
owner for the first ten years (N= =325) 
Time la 2» 3= 4d 5® 6f 
1 325 21 7 297 .065 .077 
2 297 32 6 259 .108 .117 
3 259 25 5 229 .097 .092 
4 229 25 5 199 .109 .092 
5 199 32 3 164 .161 .117 
6 164 23 1 140 .140 .084 
7 140 21 3 116 .150 .077 
8 116 14 - 102 .121 .051 
9 102 8 2 92 .078 .029 
10 92 6 1 85 .065 .022 
» Number of rental households at the beginning year of 
each period. 
b Number of households becoming a first-time home owner 
within the period. 
<= Number of households censored within the period. 
Number of households remaining in rental status at the 
last year of each period. 
«The probability of becoming a first-time home owner 
= (2)/(I). 
fThe probability of becoming a first-time home owner among 
households that eventually purchased a home = (2)/273. 
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Because about 76 percent of the first-time home owners 
become such within 10 years of marriage. Table 6 focuses on 
annual probabilities of becoming first-time home owners for 
the first ten years. The probability rises over time with the 
peak of 0.161 at the fifth year of marriage and then falling 
after the seventh year (column 5). The time between the fifth 
to eighth year of marriage is the most probable time of 
becoming a first-time home owner. 
In this discriptive analysis, the impact of time (years 
since marriage) on becoming a first-time home owner was mainly 
examined using three way crosstabulation and the ratio of the 
number of households who became a first-time home owner within 
a given period of time to the total number of rental 
households in the period. The time variable showed a negative 
relationship with becoming a first-time home owner regardless 
marriage cohort. The more recently formed households had the 
higher probability of becoming a first-time home owner. The 
negative relationship of the time variable with becoming a 
first-time home owner fluctuates with the interval of two 
five-year periods. A higher probability was followed by a low 
probability for the following five-year period and then 
followed by a higher probability for the next five-year 
period. The most probable time of becoming a first-time home 
owner was the time between the fifth to eighth year of 
marriage. 
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Bivariate Analysis 
The impact of each independent variable on becoming a 
first-time home owner is presented in Table 7 using a series 
of simple bivariate logistic analyses. There is one degree of 
freedom because only one independent variable was used for 
each analysis. 
The time-related variables, years since marriage (time), 
months in the residence, age of wife, and number of births are 
significantly negatively related to becoming a first-time home 
owner. The negative relationships mean that (1) the longer 
one continues as a renter, (2) the longer one continues to 
live in the same residence, and (3) the older one becomes, the 
less likely one ia to become a first-time home owner. 
Households with a higher number of births are less likely to 
become first-time home owners than are households with fewer 
births. These findings support previous research findings 
(Danes, 1986); the probability of a change in homeownership 
status from renter to owner status between 1979 and 1983 is 
high for small families and for families with young wives. 
Education of wife, calendar year of marriage, and 
structure deficit have individually positive relationships 
with becoming a first-time home owner. Households with a more 
highly educated wife are more likely than are households with 
a less educated one to become first-time home owners. 
Recently formed households have a higher probability of 
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Table 7. Bivariate logistic analyses of becoming a first-
time home owner on each independent variable 
(N=3083) 
Independent variable P SE chi-square P 
Time .0290 .0069 17 .52 .0000* 
Age of wife at marriage .0014 .0126 .01 .9098 
Education of wife .1205 .0254 22 .48 .0000* 
Calendar year of marriage .0281 .0037 59 .09 .0001* 
Months in the residence .0033 .0009 13 .41 .0002* 
Number of previous moves -.0020 .0232 .01 .9303 
Household size .0082 .0426 .04 .8473 
Age of wife .0227 .0060 14 .60 .0001* 
Presence of husband .3171 .3965 .64 .4238 
Number of births .0919 .0418 4 .83 .0280* 
Bedroom deficit .1293 .1485 .76 .3842 
Structure deficit .6055 .1329 20 .77 .0000* 
*Significant at p<.05. 
becoming first-time home owners than do households formed long 
ago. Residents of a nonsingle-family dwelling are more likely 
than residents of a single-family dwelling to become first-
time home-owners. 
Number of previous moves, household size, presence of 
husband, age of wife at marriage, and bedroom deficit do not 
have significant bivariate relationships with becoming a 
first-time home owner. It is surprising that bedroom deficit 
is not significantly related to becoming a first-time home 
owner while structure deficit is significant. In the cross 
sectional studies on residential mobility, bedroom deficit is 
one of the strongest indicators of residential mobility. 
Further details in bedroom and structure deficits will be 
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examined in the deficit analysis. 
Deficit Analysis 
Impacts of bedroom and structure deficits 
Table 8 shows the effect of bedroom deficits on becoming 
a first-time home owner. Bedroom deficit is binary (0, 1). 
The households with bedroom deficits may have bedroom deficit 
only or may have bedroom deficits as well as structure 
deficits. Bedroom deficit is divided into three categories: 
bedroom deficit with structure deficit, bedroom deficit only, 
and no bedroom deficit. 
Households with bedroom deficits who lived in nonsingle-
family dwellings are more likely and households with bedroom 
deficits only are less likely than households as a whole to 
become first-time home owners. Households without a bedroom 
deficit have an insignificantly negative relationship 
Table 8. Logistic analysis of becoming a first-time home 
owner on the three categories of bedroom deficit 
(N=3083) 
P SE chi-square P 
Bedroom & structure deficits .3867 .1556 6.17 .0130 
Bedroom deficit only -.2237 .1325 2.85 .0913 
No bedroom deficit -.1630 .1023 2.54 .1113 
chi-square=5.61 df=2 P=.0605 
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to becoming a first-time home owner. The opposite effects 
among the groups in bedroom deficit are cancelled out so that 
the total effect of bedroom deficit is not statistically 
significant. 
The relationship of bedroom and structure deficits to 
becoming a first-time home owner is presented in Table 9. Two 
binary deficit variables produce four combinations: both 
bedroom and structure deficits, structure deficit only, 
bedroom deficit only, and no deficits. Households with both 
bedroom and structure deficits or with a structure deficit 
only are more likely and households with a bedroom deficit 
only or without a deficit are less likely than households as a 
whole to become first-time home owners. Evidently, renters 
living in single-family dwellings would move to another rental 
single-family dwelling to obtain more bedrooms. 
Structure deficit with or without a bedroom deficit 
Table 9. Logistic analysis of becoming a first-time home 
owner on the four combined categories with 
bedroom and structure type deficits (N=3083) 
SE chi-square P 
Bedroom & structure deficits 
Structure deficit only 
Bedroom deficit only 
No deficit 
.3676 .1711 4.61 .0317 
.2389 .1164 4.21 .0401 
-.2428 .1389 3.05 .0805 
-.3537 .1107 13.05 .0003 
chi-square=20.44 df=3 P=.0001 
\ 
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positively increases the probability of becoming a first-time 
home owner. The positive impact of structure deficit has been 
reinforced by bedroom deficit. However, bedroom deficit only 
has a negative relationship. It may indicate that large 
households adjust to a bedroom deficit through moving to a 
larger rental dwelling and/or decreasing the household size 
without necessarily purchasing a home. Renters of nonsingle-
family dwellings with a bedroom deficit apparently move to an 
owned dwelling to remove two deficits simultaneously. 
The latter finding does not support the idea that 
households begin with renting a nonsingle-family dwelling, 
then move to a single-family dwelling with rental status, and 
then become a first-time home owner of a single-family 
dwelling. What is going on over time will be shown by 
investigating household characteristics at time T and changes 
made between time T and T+1 related to the bedroom and 
structure type deficits. 
Probability of having the deficits 
How many and how long households have experienced bedroom 
and/or structure deficits are shown in Table 10. Two out of 
five households had experienced a shortage of bedrooms for 
some time before they became first-time home owners with an 
average of about four years and a range from one to 29 years. 
Three out of five households had lived in a nonsingle-family 
dwelling for some time since marriage for an average of four 
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Table 10. Probability of households with bedroom and 
structure type deficits 
(1) (2) (3)=(l)/{2) {4)=(2)/325 
Number of Number of Average segs. Prob. of a 
segs. w/ HHs. w/ w/ the deficit HH w/ the 
the deficit the deficit for a HH deficit 
Bed. deficit 681 130 5.2 .400 
Str. deficit 783 196 4.0 .603 
Bed. & str. 
deficits 178 67 2.7 .206 
years with a range from one to 55 years. One out of five 
households had experienced both bedroom and structure deficits 
at the same time; the average is 2.7 years and the range is 
from one to 17 years. Structure deficit is more common and 
experienced for a shorter period than is bedroom deficit. 
How the probabilities of households with bedroom and/or 
structure type deficits prior to becoming a first-time home 
owner are spread over three time periods is shown in Table 11. 
The three time periods are the first five-year period, the 
second five-year period, and after 10 years of marriage. 
As shown in the first section of the fourth column of 
Table 11, about 29 percent of households have experienced a 
bedroom deficit some time during the first five years of 
marriage, about 56 percent experience a structure type 
deficit, and 17 percent have both bedroom and structure 
deficits at the same time. A structure type deficit is twice 
as common in the first five-year period as is a bedroom 
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Table 11. Probability of households with bedroom and 
structure type deficits over the three periods 
(1) (2) (3)=(l)/(2) (4)={2)/N 
Number of Number of Average segs. Prob. of a 
segs. w/ HHs. w/ w/ the deficit HH w/ the 
the deficit the deficit for a HH. deficit 
For the first 5-year period (N=325) 
Bedroom deficit 681 94 2.1 .289 
Strue, deficit 507 181 2.8 .557 
Bed. & S t .  deft. 102 55 1.9 .169 
For the second 5-year period (N=164) 
Bedroom deficit 162 62 2.6 .378 
Struc. deficit 131 51 2.6 .311 
Bed. & S t .  deft. 51 24 2.1 .146 
After 10 years of marriage (N=85) 
Bedroom deficit 324 40 8.1 .471 
Struc. deficit 145 19 7.6 .224 
Bed. & S t .  deft. 25 7 3.6 .082 
deficit. 
Some time in the second five-year period, 38 percent of 
households have experienced a bedroom deficit, 31 percent have 
a structure deficit, and 15 percent have both bedroom and 
structure type deficits. For the households who have rented a 
dwelling more than ten years since marriage, 47 percent of 
them have experienced a bedroom deficit, 22 percent have a 
structure type deficit, and eight percent have both deficits. 
The probability of households with a bedroom deficit 
increases over the three periods from 0.289 to 0.378 and then 
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to 0.471. The probability of households with a structure 
deficit decreases over the three time periods from 0.557 to 
0.311 and then to 0.224. The probability of households 
experiencing both bedroom and structure type deficits at the 
same time decreases over the periods from 0.169 to 0.146 and 
then to 0.082. 
Structure deficits are more common than bedroom deficits 
during the first five years. Both deficits are about the same 
during the sixth to tenth year and then bedroom deficits 
become more common than structure deficits after ten years of 
marriage. 
Characteristics related to deficits 
Table 12 presents the mean value of household 
characteristics at time T and changes in household size and 
housing characteristics within a year (between time T and T+1) 
among three groupings associated with bedroom and structure 
deficits. The three groupings are segments with a bedroom 
deficit, segments with a,structure deficit, and segments with 
both bedroom and structure deficits. 
From the household characteristics at time T, households 
with a bedroom deficit are more likely than households with a 
structure deficit to have longer period of marriage, a less 
educated wife, frequent moving in the past, and large size of 
household. Structure deficit is more common in the earlier 
period of marriage, with smaller number of children, a highly 
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Table 12. Mean values of household characteristics at time T 
and changes in the household size and residential 
history among marriage-year segments with bedroom 
and structure deficits 
Segments with Segments with Segments with 
bed. deficit strue, deficit bed. & str. 
Household characteristics at time T 
Time 11.7 7.2 6.2 
Age of wife 31.3 27.8 26.7 
Education of wife 10.9 12.0 12.2 
Months in a residence 59.5 34.3 21.2 
Number of moves 2.8 1.5 2.3 
Household size 4.8 2.7 3.5 
Number of births 2.7 .7 1.2 
Changes in household size during T, T+1 
Number of people left .19 .08 .17 
Dummy, leave occurred .11 .04 .07 
Decrease in HH size .11 .03 .07 
Increase in HH size .15 .20 .18 
Change in residence during T, T+1 
Dummy, move occurred .33 .41 .50 
Change in # of bedrooms .26 .29 .48 
Increase in # of beds. .20 .22 .35 
Decrease in # of beds. .02 .03 .01 
Structure type changed .14 .33 .44 
Structure changed from 
nonsingle to single .08 .25 .32 
Tenure changed from 
rent to own .10 .13 .14 
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educated wife, and few previous moves. 
Households with a bedroom deficit are more likely than 
households with a structure type deficit or with both bedroom 
and structure type deficits to experience a decrease in 
household size within a year, while households living in a 
nonsingle-family dwelling are more likely to increase in 
household size and less likely to experience departure of a 
household member than are households with a bedroom deficit or 
with the both deficits. The different experience in household 
size change between households with a bedroom deficit and 
households with a structure deficit are related to their 
household characteristics at time T. 
Residents of a nonsingle-family dwelling with or without 
a bedroom deficit are more likely than residents of any type 
of dwelling with a bedroom deficit to make a residential move 
within a year. Most moves result in an increase in the number 
of bedrooms. Moreover, nonsingle-family residents are more 
likely than any other type of resident with a bedroom deficit 
to move to a single-family dwelling and to become a first-time 
home owner. Nonsingle-family dwellers with a bedroom deficit 
are the most likely to make a move to a single-family dwelling 
with larger number of bedrooms and to become a first-time home 
owner. 
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Changes in structure deficits 
A move produces an opportunity for households to become a 
first-time home owner and to change structure type of dwelling 
and the number of bedrooms as well make other changes. Table 
13 shows how households adjust structure type deficits through 
a move. 
The number of segments in which a move occurred (column 
3) are divided into the segments in which a move occurred 
without first-time home ownership (column 1) and the segments 
with a move which caused households to become a first-time 
home owner (column 2). About one third of moves (32.3 %) are 
made to become a first-time home owner. Two-thirds are 
interim moves without the change in home ownership status. 
From column 3, in 844 segments out of the total of 3083 
(27-4 %) a move occurs. About 40 percent of those moves are 
associated with a structure type change, while 60 percent are 
moves between the same type of dwellings. More than half the 
changes in structure type of dwelling (194/332) happen to be 
moves from a nonsingle-family dwelling to a single 
family dwelling. The changes in structure type from a 
nonsingle-family dwelling to a single-family dwelling (23.0 %) 
is 2.5 times more common than is the reverse change (9.1 %). 
When the 273 households become first-time home owners 
(column 2), about one out of three (31.1 %) who are renters of 
a nonsingle-family dwelling become a first-time home owner of 
a single-family dwelling, which is 75 percent (85/113) of the 
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Table 13. Changes in the structure type of dwelling through 
a move with or without becoming a first-time home 
owner 
Number of segs. Number of segs. Number of 
w/ a move not w/ a move to segs. w/ 
to become a become a first a move 
home owner home owner occurred 
N % N % N % 
Total 571 67 .7 273 32. 3 844 100. 0 
Str. change occurred 219 38 .4 113 41. 4 332 39. 3 
Nonsingle to single 109 19 .1 85 31. 1 194 23. 0 
Single to nonsingle 58 10 .2 19 7. 0 77 9. 1 
Betw. difft. nonsingle 52 9 .1 9 3. 3 61 7. 2 
No str. change occurred 352 61 .6 160 58. 6 512 60. 7 
change in structure type associated with a move to become a 
first-time home owner. A move from a nonsingle- to a single-
family dwelling (31.1 %) is four times higher than is the 
reverse move (7.0 %) to become a first-time home owner. 
About one out of five moves without first-time home 
ownership (column 1), is associated with change in structure 
type from a nonsingle-family dwelling to a single-family 
dwelling (19.1 %), which is about half the change in structuré 
type that occurred as a result of a move without first-time 
home ownership (109/219). One out of ten moves (58/571) or 
one out of four structure changes (58/219) without home 
ownership occur in the move from a single- to a nonsingle-
family dwelling. As a result of a move without first-time 
68 
home ownership, a move from a nonsingle- to a single-family 
dwelling (19.1 %) is twice as common as is the reverse move 
(10.2 %). 
When the 273 households became first-time home owners 
(Table 14), there are 101 households who become first-time 
home owners from being a resident of a nonsingle-family 
dwelling: 85 households (84.2 %) purchase a single-family 
dwelling and 16 (15.8 %) purchase a nonsingle-family dwelling. 
Those 101 households are the ones who had tenure and structure 
deficits before they became a first-time home owner. Eighty-
four percent of them overcome simultaneously both deficits 
when they purcharsed a first home. 
The probability distribution of the households over the 
three periods is shown in Table 14. Two-fifths of households 
who become first-time home owners are residents of a 
nonsingle-family dwelling when they purchase the house (column 
3). The probability of living in a nonsingle-family dwelling 
at the year households buy a house is the highest during the 
first five years of marriage (.504) and decreases to .319 
during the second five years and then to .152 after ten years 
of marriage. Eventually, half of first-time home owners 
during the first five years of marriage the residents of a 
nonsingle-family dwelling at the time they buy a house. One 
third of first-time home buyers during the second five years 
and one sixth of home buyers after ten years of marriage are 
residents of a nonsingle-family dwelling. 
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Table 14. Probability of changes in the structure type from 
a ncnsingle-family dwelling to a single-family 
dwelling through a move to become a first-time 
home owner over the three periods 
Time 1» 2" 3«= 4d 5* 
Total 273 101 .400 85 .842 
1 - 5 135 68 .504 56 .823 
6 - 10 72 23 .319 21 .913 
After 10 66 10 .152 8 .800 
®Number of households who become a first-time home owner. 
"Number of households who lived in a nonsingle-family 
dwelling when they purchase a house. 
cProbability of living in a nonsingle-family dwelling 
when households buy a home = (2)/(I). 
Number of households who lived in a nonsingle-f amily 
dwelling become a home owner of a single-family dwelling. 
® Probability of becoming a first-time home owner of 
single-famiy dwelling from a rental resident of a 
nonsingle-family dwelling = (4)/(2). 
About 84 percent of rental residents of nonsingle-family 
dwellings purchase a single-family dwelling when they become 
first-time home owners (column 5). The probability of 
becoming a first-time home owner of a single-family dwelling 
directly from rental of a nonsingle-family dwelling is quite 
equally distributed over the three periods even though two-
thirds of the change (56/85) was made in the first-five 
period. 
The interesting results involve the relationship between 
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changes in a structure deficit and a move to home ownership. 
About one third of the moves were related to becoming a first-
time home owner. Two-fifths of the moves generated changes in 
type of structure. One fifth of the moves were associated 
with a change from a nonsingle-family dwelling to a single-
family dwelling. Structure deficits were more likely to be 
removed through a move with home ownership rather than a move 
without homeownership. Two out of five rental residents had a 
structure deficit before they purchased a first home. 
Eventually, eighty-four percent of rental residents of 
nonsingle-family dwellings removed simultaneously tenure and 
structure defits through a move with home ownership. 
Changes in number of bedrooms and bedroom deficits 
The number of bedrooms might be changed through a move. 
Table 15 shows how bedroom deficit and the number of bedrooms 
are changed through a move and a structure type change. 
Through changes in the structure type of dwelling from a 
single- to a nonsingle-family dwelling, households decrease 
the number of bedrooms five times more often than increase 
(first row of column 4 and 5). Households increase the number 
of bedrooms 14 times more often than they decrease them 
through a change from a nonsingle- to a single- family 
dwelling (second row of column 4 and 5). 
Households are twice as likely to increase than to 
decrease the number of bedrooms through a move (fifth row of 
71 
Table 15. Changes in bedroom deficits and the number of 
bedrooms through structure type changes from a 
single- to a nonsingle-family dwelling and from a 
nonsingle- to a single-family dwelling, and a move 
associated with or without a first-time home 
ownership 
la 2" 3<= 4" 5® 
N N 2/1 N 3/1 N 4/1 N 5/1 
Str. change from a 
single- to a nonsingle-
family dwelling 77 14 .182 27 .351 7 .091 39 .506 
Str. change from a 
nonsingle- to a single-
family dwelling 194 57 .294 22 .113 130 .670 9 .046 
Move w/o first-time 
home ownership 571 155 .271 155 .271 214 .375 123 .215 
Move w/ first-time 
home ownership 273 66 .242 34 .125 143 .491 45 .165 
A move w/ & w/o 
home ownership 844 221 .262 189 .224 357 .423 168 .199 
»Number of segments associated with events or changes. 
•» Number of segments with a bedroom deficit at time T. 
® Number of segments with a bedroom deficit at time T+1. 
^Number of segments increased in the number of bedrooms 
during T, T+1. 
® Number of segments decreased in the number of bedrooms 
during T, T+1. 
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column 4 and 5) or a move without first-time home ownership 
(third row of column 4 and 5). From a move related to 
becoming a first-time home owner, households increase three 
times more often than they decrease the number of bedrooms 
(fourth row of column 4 and 5). 
Changes from a nonsingle-family dwelling to a single-
family dwelling and the moves to first-time home ownership are 
more likely than changes in the structure type from a single-
to a nonsingle-family dwelling to increase the number of 
bedrooms and to decrease bedroom deficits. Households are 
more likely to increase than decrease the number of bedrooms 
when they move. It is surprising to see that the number of 
segments associated with a bedroom deficit (N=155) are not 
changed between before and after a move occurred (third row of 
column 2 and 3). 
Bedroom deficits are affected by change in the number of 
bedrooms, which is mainly caused by a move, and by change in 
the household composition. Even though households are more 
likely to increase than to decrease the number of bedrooms 
through a move without first-time home ownership, the number 
of segments with a bedroom deficit would not be changed by the 
move if household composition is changed as well. Households 
who do not make a move may also have a change in bedroom 
deficits through household composition change. Therefore, no 
change in the number of segments with a bedroom deficit 
through a move does not necessarily mean that moves do not 
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make any change in bedroQm deficits. 
Eventually, 73 out of 155 segments with a bedroom deficit 
are released from a bedroom deficit at time T+1 after a move 
while 82 segments remain in a bedroom deficit (second row of 
column 1 and 3 in Table 16). Seventy-three out of 416 
segments without a bedroom deficit (17.5 %) at time T gain a 
bedroom deficit during the year when a move occurred (second 
row of column 8). 
The segments with a bedroom deficit at time T are more 
likely than the segments without a bedroom deficit to be 
associated with a household member's leaving (third row of 
Table 16. Events and changes associated with segments with 
or without bedroom deficits at time T when a move 
without home ownership occurred 
Number of segs. 
w/ a bed. deft, 
at time T before 
a move occurred 
No Yes 
N N/155 N N/155 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Number of segs. 
w/o a bed. deft, 
at time T before 
a move occurred 
No Yes 
N N/416 N N/416 
(5) (6) (7) (8) 
Bed. def. at time T - - 155 1.00 416 1.00 - -
Bed. def. at time T+1 73 .471 82 .529 343 .825 73 .175 
Leave occurred T,T+1 135 .871 20 .129 383 .921 33 .079 
Birth occurred T,T+1 121 .781 34 .219 298 .716 188 .284 
Entry occurred T,T+1 148 .955 7 .045 386 .928 395 .072 
Decrease in HH size 136 .877 19 .123 393 .945 23 .055 
Increase in HH size 119 .768 36 .232 288 .692 128 .308 
Decrease in # of bed. 143 .923 12 .077 305 .733 111 .267 
Increase in # of beds. 70 .452 85 .548 287 .699 129 .310 
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column 4 and 8}, with a decrease in household size (sixth row 
of column 4 and 8), and an increase the number of bedrooms 
(ninth row of column 4 and 8) during the year the move 
occurred. The segments without a bedroom deficit at time T 
are more likely than the segments with a bedroom deficit to be 
associated with an increase in household size (seventh of 
column 4 and 8), and a decrease in the number of bedrooms 
(eighth of column 4 and 8) during the year the move occurred. 
The analysis of changes in bedroom deficit and the number 
of bedrooms showed interesting relationships among changes in 
bedroom deficit and the number of bedroomd though a move. A 
move may increase the number of bedrooms. Especially a move 
with home ownership increased the number of bedrooms and 
decreased the bedroom deficit. A move without home ownership 
did not decrease a bedroom defict. Through a move without 
home ownership, households with bedroom deficits eventually 
increased the number of bedrooms and decreased household size 
to overcome the bedroom deficit, while households without 
bedroom deficits increased household size and decreased the 
number of bedrooms so they gained bedroom deficits. A move 
with structure change from a single-family dwelling to a 
nonsingle-family dwelling decreased the number of bedrooms and 
increased bedroom deficits, while a move with change from a 
nonsingle-family dwelling to a single-family dwelling 
increased the number of bedrooms and decreased bedroom 
deficits. A move associated with structure change is a better 
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reflection of changes in the number of bedrooms and bedroom 
deficits rather than is a move associated with home ownership. 
Multivariate Analysis 
All the variables tested in the bivariate analyses from 
Table 7 are pooled into multivariate analysis in Table 17 to 
examine the impact of the variables on becoming a first-time 
home owner. The top of Table 17 shows a full model and the 
bottom a reduced model. The least significant variables in 
the full model were deleted for the reduced model up to p=.25 
and remained in the reduced model at p<.10 using a backward 
procedure. 
Three variables, education of wife, calendar year of 
marriage, and bedroom and structure deficits have a 
significantly positive relationship with becoming a first-time 
home owner in the full model (Table 17). For education of 
wife, households with a highly educated wife are more likely 
than households with a less educated wife to become a first-
time home owner. More recently formed households have a 
higher probability of becoming a first-time home owner than do 
the households formed long ago. Households with a bedroom 
deficit in a nonsingle-family dwelling are more likely to 
become a first-time home owner than are any other households. 
The significant relationships of some variables in the 
bivariate analyses including time, months in the residence, 
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number of births, and structure deficit only disappeared in 
the full model. Those variables become insignificant when 
other variables in the full model are controlled. 
For the reduced model, education of wife, calendar year 
of marriage, and bedroom deficit and structure deficits 
remained. The fourth variable, number of previous moves, was 
significant only at p=.24 so it was excluded from the reduced 
model. 
Table 17. Logistic analysis of becoming a first-time home 
owner on the independent variables (N=3083) 
Independent variables P SE chi-square p 
Time .0043 .0182 .06 .8123 
Age of wife at marriage -.0055 .0126 .19 .6657 
Education of wife .0546 .0298 3 .36 .0667** 
Calendar year of marriage .0245 .0046 28 .82 .0000* 
Months in the residence -.0009 .0017 .28 .5989 
Number of previous moves .0285 .0362 .62 .4301 
Household size .0952 .0809 1 .39 .2392 
Presence of husband .1781 .4488 .16 .6914 
Number of births -.0580 .0938 .38 .5364 
Bed. & strue, deficits .3747 .1792 4 .37 .0365* 
Bedroom deficit only -.1527 .1744 .77 .3814 
Structure deficit only .0925 .1403 .44 .5095 
chi-square=81 .28 df=12 R= .176 
o
 
o
 
II 0. 
Education of wife .0497 .0286 3 .03 .0817** 
Calendar year of marriage .0259 .0040 42 .80 .0000* 
Bed. & strue, deficits .3619 .1010 12 .85 .0003* 
chi-square=76 
in CO df=3 R= .196 p=.00 
*Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.10. 
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The chi-square of the full model is larger than is the 
one of the reduced model by 4.43. The nine additional 
variables in the full model increases the model chi-square of 
4.43, which is not a significant increase. Rather, the 
relative R of the reduced model is larger than is the one of 
the full model. 
None of the research on housing has used calendar year of 
marriage in a main analysis. The next model is tested without 
calendar year of marriage in Table 18. 
Education of wife is the only significant variable in the 
full model at p<.05. Four variables, time, number of previous 
moves, education of wife, and structure deficit only remain in 
the reduced model. 
The significant relationship between time and becoming a 
first-time home owner in the bivariate analysis disappeared 
when calendar year of marriage was controlled. The 
relationship now appears in Table 18. Number of previous 
moves was not significantly related to becoming a first-time 
home owner in the bivariate analysis and now it becomes 
positively significant while controlling time. 
The corresponding chi-square and relative Rs in Table 18 
are lower than are those in Table 17. With the comparison of 
the magnitudes of the chi-square between Table 17 and Table 
18, calendar year of marriage increases the chi-square by 
29.67 in the full model and 28.62 in the reduced model. 
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Table 18. Logistic analysis of becoming a first-time home 
owner on the independent variables without 
calendar year of marriage {N=3083) 
Independent variables 3 SE chi-square P 
Time -.0214 .0177 1 .46 .2270 
Age of wife at marriage -.0013 .0133 .01 .9210 
Education of wife .0935 .0274 11 .62 .0007* 
Months in the residence -.0004 .0017 .05 .8264 
Number of previous moves .0514 .0357 2 .07 .1502 
Household size .1061 .0814 1 .70 .1920 
Presence of husband .0094 .4563 .00 .9836 
Number of births -.0520 .0945 .30 .5823 
Bed. & strue, deficits .2136 .1769 1 .46 .2272 
Bedroom deficit only -.1788 .1716 1 .09 .2973 
Structure deficit only .2083 .1371 2 .31 .1285 
chi-square=51.61 df=ll R= .127 •o
 II o
 
o
 
Time -.0286 .0080 12 .67 .0004* 
Education of wife .0932 .0262 12 .64 .0004* 
Number of previous moves .0622 .0265 5 .52 .0188* 
Structure deficit only .2051 .0771 7 .08 .0078* 
chi-square=48.23 df=4 R= .148 p=. 00 
*Significant at p<.05. 
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Conditional Analysis 
In this section, conditional probabilities of becoming a 
first-time home owner within a certain period of time are 
reported with the conditions that exist in basis year (the 
beginning of the first year of the period). Time is divided 
into three intervals; the first five years, the second five 
years, and the 11th year and later. Therefore, the conditions 
at the beginning of the first year of marriage are the basis 
for the conditional probability of becoming a first-time home 
owner within the first five-year period; the conditions at 
beginning of the sixth year are the basis for the conditional 
probability of becoming a first-time home owner within the 
second five-year period. The conditions at the beginning of 
the 11th year are the basis for the conditional probability of 
becoming a first-time home owner after ten years of marriage. 
T-Test of the mean values of characteristics 
The mean values of the three base years between 
households that became first-time home owners within a period 
and households that did not do so are presented in Table 19, 
Table 20, and Table 21. The T-Test shows whether the 
differences in the means between the two groups are 
significant. There are two mean values for each group in 
Table 19, Table 20, and Table 21: the first one represents 
the means of the characteristics of the basis year and the 
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second one is the mean of the characteristics at the time the 
household became a first-time home owner or at the last year 
of the period. 
From the mean differences at the beginning of the first 
year in Table 19, households who become first-time home owners 
within the first five years were relatively recently formed 
and more likely to live in nonsingle-family dwellings than 
Table 19. T-Test of means between the group who became a 
first-time home owner and the group who did not 
do so within the first five years of marriage 
Mean values at the Mean values at the 
beginning of the year purchased a home 
first marriage year or at the fifth year 
Variables owner renter owner renter 
(N=135) (N=190) (N=135) (N=190) 
Time - - 3.1 4.7* 
Marriage age of wife 22.0 21.0 22.0 21.4 
Education of wife 12.6 11.7* 12.6 11.7* 
Year of marriage 60,6 53.5* 60.6 53.5* 
Months in the residence - - 16.0 23.8* 
Number of moves - - .8 1.5* 
Household size 2.2 2.3 2.8 3.3* 
Age of wife 22.0 21.0 24.2 25.1 
Presence of husband 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Number of child, present .2 .1 .7 1.2* 
Number of births - - .5 1.1* 
Bedroom deficit .0 .0 .2 .2 
Structure deficit .6 .4* 1.5 1.3* 
Change in household size 
last year - - .2 .2 
Increase in household size 
last year - - .2 .3 
•Significant at p<.05. 
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are households who do not. Average education of wife is also 
higher for the former households than for the latter. 
At the year when households purchased a home or the last 
year for the censored households and the fifth year for the 
households who stay in a rental status, households who become 
first-time home owners within the first five years have 
relatively smaller sizes of household and fewer previous moves 
than do the households who do not. 
It seems that households who bought a home within the 
first five years start with the conditions of high education 
of wife, recently married, and nonsingle-family dwellers. 
And, they put off expanding their family size and stay in the 
first residence until purchasing a home. 
The households who did not purchase a home until the 
fifth year of marriage (N=164) are divided into two groups 
again in Table 20: people who purchased a home within the 
second five-year period and those who did not (first two 
columns of Table 20). About 43.6 percent of renter households 
at the beginning of the sixth year bought a home within the 
next five years. Using the conditions at the beginning of the 
sixth year of marriage, there are three more mean differences 
that are significant in addition to those of the first year: 
months in a residence, number of previous moves and change in 
household size during the fifth year. Households who become 
first-time home owners within the second five-year period have 
experienced a greater number of previous moves, a fewer months 
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Table 20. T-Test of means between the group who became a 
first-time home owner and the group who had not 
yet done so within the second five years of 
marriage 
Mean values at the Mean values at the 
beginning of the year purchased a home 
sixth marriage year or at the tenth year 
Variables owner renter owner renter 
(N=72) (N=92) (N=72) (N=92) 
Time 6.0 6.0 7.3 9.8* 
Marriage age of wife 20.6 21.6 20.6 21.6 
Education of wife 12.3 11.0* 12.3 11.0* 
Year of marriage 53.7 45.2* 53.7 45.2* 
Months in the residence 27.2 35.6* 31.8 54.9* 
Number of previous moves 2.1 1.3** 2.6 2.4 
Household size 3.5 3.7 3.9 4.3* 
Age of wife 25.6 26.6 26.9 30.4* 
Presence of husband 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Number of child, present 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.3* 
Number of births 1.3 1.5 1.7 2.2* 
Bedroom deficit .3 .2 .3 .2 
Structure defictc .4 .2* 1.3 1.1* 
Change in household size 
last year .2 .3** .3 .1 
Increase in household size 
last year .2 .3 .3 .1* 
*Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.10. 
living a current dwelling, and a smaller increase in household 
size than have households who have not. 
Also, the former households who become a first-time home 
owner within the second five years are more likely to have a 
highly educated wife, a structure deficit, and recent marriage 
than are those who continue as renters. 
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From the last year's information (last two columns of 
Table 20), households who become first-time home owners during 
the second five years have a smaller number of children and a 
smaller size of household than those who remained in rental 
status. Former households are,more likely to experience an 
increase in household size within the last year just before 
purchasing a home than are later ones. 
Among the renter households at the beginning of the 11th 
marriage year (N=85), about 77.6 percent purchased a home 
later on. Table 21 shows that the mean differences between 
households who become first-time home owners after the tenth 
year of marriage and households who do not. There are three 
significant mean differences between the two groups: calendar 
year of marriage, structure deficit, and education of wife. 
Households who purchased a home after the tenth year of 
marriage are more likely to be a resident of a nonsingle-
family dwelling at the beginning of the 11th marriage year 
than are households who do not. The owner households are more 
likely to be married a longer time ago with a less educated 
wife than are renter ones. Households who become first-time 
home owners after ten years of marriage have different 
household characteristics from households who buy a home 
within the first or second five-year period. Late first-time 
home owners are more likely to be households formed long ago 
with a less educated wife than are renters after the tenth 
year of marriage, while early first-time home owners are more 
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Table 21. T-Test of means 
first-time home 
do so after the 
between the group who became a 
owner and the group who did not 
tenth year of marriage 
Mean values at the Mean values at the 
beginning of the year purchased a home 
11th year marriage or at the last year 
Variables owner renter owner renter 
(N=66) (N=19) (N=66) (N=19) 
Time - - 21.1 32 .2* 
Marriage age of wife 20 .8 22 .0 20.8 22 .0 
Education of wife 10 .8 11 .8** 10.8 11 . 8** 
Year of marriage 39 .7 52 .6* 39.7 52 .6* 
Months in the residence 62 .8 56 .8 121.3 198 .9* 
Number of previous moves 2 .5 2 .8 3.7 4 .6 
Household size 4 .5 4 .3 4.2 2 .9* 
Age of wife 30 .8 32 .0 41.0 53 . 2 *  
Presence of husband 1 .0 1 .0 .9 . 7 *  
Number of chid, present 2 .4 2 .3 2.2 1 .2* 
Number of births 2 .4 2 .3 2.8 2 .8 
Bedroom deficit .2 .3 .3 .1* 
Structure deficit .2 .1* 1.2 1 .2 
Change in household size 
last year .2 .1 - -.1 
Increase in household size 
last year .2 .2 .1 
^Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.10. 
likely to be recently married with a highly educated wife than 
are renters for the first or second five years. 
During the time between the 11th year of marriage and the 
year households purchase a home for those who become first-
time home owners or the last year for the renters, number of 
children present and presence of husband are much lower for 
renters rather than for owners. Households who become first-
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time home owners after the tenth year of marriage are more 
likely to have a larger size of household and higher bedroom 
deficit than households who do not. 
T-Tests in this subsection showed that the conditions and 
experiences the household had were not the same and depend on 
when the household became a first-time home owner (T-rithin the 
first five years, the second five years, or after ten years of 
marriage). Households who purcharsed a home during the first 
five years started with the conditions of high education of 
wife, recent marriage, and residence in a nonsingle-family 
dwelling. They postponed expanding their family size and 
stayed in the first residence until purchasing a home. 
Households who bought a first home during six to ten 
years of marriage experienced a greater number of previous 
moves for the first five years in addition to the same 
conditions and experiences that first home buyers had during 
the first five years. Late home owners (after ten years of 
marriage) had a quite different characteristics from the early 
home owners during the first or second five years. Households 
who purchased a home after ten years of marriage were married 
a longer time ago with a less educated wife, and had a larger 
size of household and a higher bedroom deficit. 
Conditional logistic analysis 
The conditional probabilities of becoming a first-time 
home owner within the first or second five-year period or 
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Table 22. Logistic analyses 
owner within each 
first year of the 
of becoming a first-time home 
period given conditions of the 
periods 
P SE chi-square P 
Within the first five years of marriage 
Age of wife at marriage .0113 -0221 .26 .6088 
Education of wife .1150 .0554 4 .31 .0380* 
Calendar year of marriage .0167 .0071 5 .49 .0192* 
Household size -.1835 .1872 .96 .3270 
Bedroom deficit .9647 .8062 1 .43 .2315 
Structure deficit .4955 .2412 4 .22 .0399* 
chi-square=25, .56 df=6 R= .175 P=.669 
Education of wife .1107 .0543 4 .15 .0416* 
Calendar year of marriage .0165 .0070 5 .53 .0187* 
Structure deficit .5278 .2382 4 .91 .0267* 
chi-square=23. ,61 df=3 R= .200 p=.656 
Within the second five years of marriage 
Age of wife at marriage -.0465 .0391 1 .41 .2351 
Education of wife .1469 .0823 3 .18 .0743** 
Calendar year of marriage .0397 .0132 9 .08 .0026* 
Months in the residence -.0242 .0122 3 .91 .0479* 
Number of previous moves -.1292 .1274 1 .03 . 3103 
Household size .0174 .4081 .00 . 9657 
Number of births .3689 .4504 .67 .4128 
Bedroom deficit .5701 .4419 1 .66 .1971 
Structure deficit .8169 .4109 3, .95 .0468* 
chi-square=34. 78 df=9 R=, .273 p=.758 
Education of wife .1310 .0791 2, .74 .0979** 
Calendar year of marriage .0323 .0122 7. 04 .0080* 
Structure deficit .9896 .3883 6, .50 .0108* 
Months in the residence .0171 .0084 4, .12 .0424* 
chi-square=29. 55 df=4 R=. ,310 P=.736 
*Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.10. 
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Table 22 (continued) 
3 SE chi -square p 
After ten years of marriage 
Age of wife at marriage -.0202 .0712 .08 .7767 
Education of wife -.0649 .1421 .21 .6479 
Calendar year of marriage -.0714 .0248 8 .28 .0040 
Months in the residence .0011 .0093 -02 .9021 
Number of previous moves .0613 .1675 .13 .7143 
Household size .0591 .6094 .01 .9227 
Number of births .4201 .6975 .36 .5470 
Bedroom deficit -.1429 .7676 2 .22 .1365 
Structure deficit 1.9989 1 .2816 2 .43 .1189 
chi-square=18. 45 df=9 R= .071 p=.787 
Calendar year of marriage -.0721 .0224 10 .34 .0013: 
Structure deficit 1.9505 1 .2329 2 .50 .1136 
Number of births .5523 .2988 3 .42 .0646: 
chi-square=17. 95 df=3 R= .332 p=.777 
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after ten years of marriage are shown in Table 22 based on the 
household and housing characteristics of the basis years. 
The first section of Table 22 presents the characteristics at 
the time of marriage that influence households to become a 
first-time home owner within the first five years. 
Three variables, months in the residence, number of 
previous moves, and number of births have a zero value at the 
time of marriage so these variables could not be included in 
the analysis. About 41.5 percent out of 325 households 
(N=190) become first-time home owners within the first five 
years. Education of wife, calendar year of marriage, and 
structure type deficit have positively significant effects on 
becoming a first-time home owner in the full model. These 
three variables are kept in the reduced model. The more 
recently formed households and those with a highly educated 
wife at the time of marriage are more likely to become first-
time home owners within the first five-year period. And, 
nonsingle-family residents at the time of marriage are more 
likely than single-family residents to become first-time home 
owners within the first five years. 
The household and housing characteristics at the 
beginning of the sixth year-marriage are examined to find 
significant relationships to becoming a first-time home owner 
within the second five-year period in the second section of 
Table 22. One hundred sixty-four households are renters at 
the beginning of the sixth year-marriage. Less than half 
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(43.6 %; N=72) of them become first-time home owners during 
the second five-year period, which is 22.2 percent of the 
total households. Months in the residence is negatively 
related to becoming a first-time home owner during the sixth 
to tenth years, and education of wife, calendar year of 
marriage, and structure type deficit are positively related to 
becoming a first-time home owner during the sixth to tenth 
years of marriage. Those four variables remained for the 
reduced model. The less time households stayed in the current 
nonsingle-family dwelling, the more recently the households 
was formed, and the more highly educated wives are, the more 
likely the households are to become first-time home owners 
within the period from six to ten years of marriage. 
The household and housing characteristics at the 
beginning of the 11th marriage-year segment become a basis to 
examine what variables affect becoming a first-time home owner 
after ten years of marriage (third section of Table 22). 
Eighty-five households (26.3 %) out of 325 are still renters 
at the beginning of the 11th year-marriage. Sixty-six 
households (77.6 %) become a first-time home owner later on. 
Calendar year of marriage is the only significant 
variable in the full and reduced models although all five 
households who have bedroom and structure deficits at the 11th 
marriage-year become a first-time home owner. Calendar year 
of marriage has a negative relationship to becoming a first-
time home owner after ten years of marriage. The more 
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recently married households are the less likely to be a first-
time home owner after the ten years of marriage. 
Education of wife and structure type deficit which were 
significant in the first and the second five-year periods 
become insignificant in the last period. It is interesting to 
point out that calendar year of marriage had a positive 
relationship to become a first-time home owner within the 
first and the second five-year periods but it turns to a 
negative relationship after ten years of marriage. 
It may be supposed that home ownership is more available 
over time so it takes a shorter time to obtain it than in 
earlier times. Therefore, longer married rental households 
have a high probability of remaining in the last group and 
they simply take a longer time to get first-time home 
ownership. Another explanation may be that households formed 
less then ten years ago have the highest proportion of 
censored cases and they actually do not have a chance to be 
shown after tenth year. So, the last period may be biased 
toward households with longer duration of marriage. 
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CHAPTER IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary 
Purpose 
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the 
determinants of becoming a first-time home owner through an 
analysis of event history data. The Morris and Winter housing 
adjustment model is used as a theoretical framework. Home 
ownership is one of the most important housing norms in the 
U.S. Every rental household who has not made the transition 
to first-time home ownership is, by definition, in 
disequilibrium and therefore is assumed to continue its 
process of housing adjustment until home ownership is 
achieved. Having couple the transition few households return 
to rental status. In part because so few made that transition 
back to rental status this research does not analyze it. 
The data 
The data used in this analysis were collected by 
researchers in six of the states of the North Central region 
of the U. S. in 1985-1986 under regional research project 
NC178. A multistage area sample was drawn from the rural 
areas and towns under 20,000 population. Only the cases where 
households heads had been married for at least one year were 
used. 
The data were originally in the form of household and 
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residential histories for each household from the formation of 
the household to the date of the interview. The data were 
transformed into a series of yearly records, one for each year 
of the household's life. These are referred to as marriage-
year segments. For this analysis, households who started with 
rental tenure at the time of marriage were included up to the 
time when they purchased a house or the interview was 
completed. The starting time of observation is the month and 
year of the commencement of the current marriage. 
Approximately 75 percent of the respondents (325 out of 438) 
rented their residences at the time of marriage. Eighty-four 
percent eventually became a first-time home owner and 16 
percent did not become a first-time home owner by the time of 
the interview. 
The dependent variable, to become a first-time home 
owner, is an event that may or may not occur during a given 
year. Most of the explanatory variables were continuous. 
Logistic regression analysis was used to analyze the data. 
The method of maximum likelihood estimation was used to 
estimate the effects of the explanatory variables on the 
probability of becoming a first-time home owner. 
Tests of hypotheses 
Two main hypotheses were tested: (1) household and 
housing characteristics at time T affect the probability of 
becoming a first-time home owner; (2) household and housing 
characteristics at time 1 (6, 11) affect the conditional 
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probability of becoming a first-time home owner within the 
first five (second five, after ten) years of marriage. 
The two hypotheses were not rejected by the results of the 
multivariate and conditional logistic analyses. 
Hypothesis I With the multivariate analysis using all 
marriage-year segments, the probability of becoming a first-
time home owner was significantly explained by the explanatory 
variables. Education of wife, calendar year of marriage, and 
bedroom and structure deficits have significant positive 
relationships to the probability in both the full and reduced 
models. 
Hypothesis II The conditional probabilities of becoming 
a first-time home owner within the first five years, the 
second five years, and after ten years of marriage were 
examined with household and housing characteristics at the 
base years (year 1, 6, 11). The characteristics at the 
beginning of the first (sixth, 11th) year of marriage are the 
basis for the conditional probability of becoming a first-time 
home owner within the first five (second five, after ten) 
years of marriage. The explanatory variables used in the 
models had differing effects on the conditional probabilities 
of becoming a first-time home owner, depending on whether it 
was within the first five years, the second five years, or 
after ten years of marriage. 
Education of wife, calendar year of marriage, and 
structure type deficit were positively significant 
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characteristics at the time of marriage to affect households' 
becoming a first-time home owner within the first five years 
of marriage. Months in the residence became a negatively 
significant characteristic in addition to the three 
significant indicators of the conditional probability for the 
first five years to predict the conditional probability of 
becoming a first-time home owner within the second five years 
of marriage based on the household and housing characteristics 
at the beginning of the sixth year of marriage. Calendar year 
of marriage had a negatively and structure deficit and number 
of births had positively significant relationships to the 
conditional probability after ten years of marriage. 
The two variables with significant effects, calendar year 
of marriage and structure deficit, were common indicators of 
the three conditional probability models. However, the sign 
of calendar year of marriage was not the same in the three 
models. Calendar year of marriage positively influences the 
conditional probabilities of becoming a first-time home owner 
within the first and second five years; it negatively affects 
the conditional probability after ten years of marriage. 
The opposite impacts of calendar year of marriage on the 
conditional probabilities before and after ten years of 
marriage implies that the those who purchase a home early in 
married life differ from those who do so later. Those who 
purchased a first home within the first or second five years 
of marriage were more likely than those who did so after ten 
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years to be recently married with a highly educated wife and 
living in a nonsingle-family dwelling. Those who purchased a 
first home after ten years of marriage were likely to be the 
households who rented the dwellings at the time of marriage, 
expanded their family sizes, and made frequent moves before 
they became a first-time home owner. The majority of first-
time home owners (75 %) did not follow the stereotype that 
households start with rental residence of a nonsingle-family 
dwelling, expand their household size, move to a single-family 
dwelling with rental status, and then purchase a single-family 
dwelling-
Major findings 
The descriptive analysis Time (years since marriage) 
had a negative impact on becoming a first-time home owner 
regardless marriage cohort. The relationship was not linear 
but quadratic with the peak between the fifth to eighth year 
of marriage. 
Time was divided into the five-year periods to 
investigate the probability of becoming a first-time home 
owner during each five-year period disregarding the impact of 
ar^y other explanatory variables. The probability within the 
five-year period fluctuates with a higher probability followed 
by a low, probability for the next period, and then followed by 
a higher probability for the succeeding period. The five-year 
fluctuating pattern of time in the probability of becoming a 
first-time home owner is similar to the pattern found in 
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residential mobility (Meraken, 1984). The similar pattern of 
five-year fluctuations in residential mobility and becoming a 
first-time home owner implies, obviously, that the event of 
becoming a first-time home owner occurs through residential 
mobility. It would be interesting to examine whether the 
similarity of pattern exists in achieving first residence in a 
single-family dwelling. 
The deficit analysis The deficit analysis showed 
interesting relationships among changes in structure and 
bedroom deficits and the number of bedrooms through a move 
associated with or without first-time home ownership. About 
one third of moves were related to first-time home ownership. 
Households had experienced structure deficits more common and 
for a shorter period than bedroom deficits. Over the three 
periods of time, structure deficits were more common for the 
first five years, they became about the same during the six to 
ten years, and then they became less common after ten years of 
marriage than bedroom deficits. 
One-fifth of moves made by renters were related to 
structure change from a nonsingle-familj dweling to a single-
family dwelling. A move with first-time home ownership was 
more likely than a move without home ownership to be 
associated with structure change from a nonsingle-family 
dwelling to a single-family dwelling. Two out of five renters 
just before they bought their first home lived in a nonsingle-
family dwelling. Eighty-four percent of rental residents of 
97 
nonsingle-family dwellings removed simultaneously structure 
and tenure deficits through a move to home ownership. 
A move generally caused an increase in the number of 
bedrooms. Especially a move with home ownership increased the 
number of bedrooms and decreased bedroom deficits. However, a 
move without home ownership did not decrease bedroom deficits. 
Through a move without home ownership, households with bedroom 
deficits actually increased the number of bedrooms and 
decreased household size so they would overcome bedroom 
deficits, while households without bedroom deficits increased 
household size and decreased the number of bedrooms so they 
eventually gained bedroom deficits. Therefore, the total 
effect of a move without home ownership made no difference in 
bedroom deficits. 
A move with a change from a single-family dwelling to a 
nonsingle-family dwelling decreased the number of bedrooms and 
increased bedroom deficits, while a move with a change from a 
nonsingle-family dwelling to a single-family dwelling 
increased the number of bedrooms and decreased bedroom 
deficits. Changes in the number of bedrooms and bedroom 
deficits through a move was more likely to reflect whether a 
move was associate with structure change rather than whether a 
move was related to home ownership. 
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Further Research 
In this dissertation, time was used as one of the 
explanatory variables to predict the probability of becoming a 
first-time home owner. However, time itself (in terms of time 
lapse until first home ownership) could be used as a dependent 
variable. Subsequent research needs to be done to investigate 
the distribution function of time using time as a dependent 
variable. 
Bedroom deficit did not have a significant effect on 
becoming a first-time home owner, rather it reinforced the 
effect of structure deficit on becoming a first-time home 
owner. Further research on first residence in a single-family 
dwelling would be worth while to clear up the relationship 
between bedroom and structure deficits. 
In this dissertation, bedroom and structure deficits were 
used as the housing conditions at the beginning of time T. 
Therefore, the cummulated information on the deficits in the 
previous segments (time T-1, T-2, etc.) was not taken into 
account as the characteristics of time T. The length of 
existence of the deficits, which indicates how many years the 
household experienced the deficits, might influence the 
household's housing adjustment behavior. A proposed deficit 
variable which represents the consecutive number of years 
associated with bedroom or structure deficits would be 
interesting to be examined. 
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The first-time home ownership of a single-family dwelling 
was 6.8 times more common than the first-time home ownership 
of a nonsingle-family dwelling. This fact emphasizes the 
importance of research on combining home ownership with 
structure type of the dwelling. Research on the probability 
of becoming a first-time home owner of a single-family 
dwelling needs to be done. 
Conclusions 
The importance of this dissertation is that it develops 
further the Morris and Winter housing adjustment model by 
exporing some of the relatively neglected dynamic aspects of 
housing adjustment in the studies using cross sectional data. 
The event history data used in this research as a form of 
longitudinal data are available to examine some of the dynamic 
aspects of the transition to first-time home ownership. 
First-time home ownership is most often obtained 
simultaneously with becoming a resident in a single-family 
dwelling. First-time home buyers often increase the number of 
bedrooms when they move. Those findings support the Morris 
and Winter housing adjustment theory that indicates that 
residential mobility is a housing adjustment process that a 
household uses to meet the housing norms. 
The results of this study have some implications in terms 
of government housing policy. Policymakers need to understand 
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reasons why households move to other residences and changes 
that households made through the move. The main dynamics of a 
move are achieving a home ownership status and being a 
resident of a single-family dwelling as well as having a 
sufficient number of bedrooms. The fact that the overwhelming 
majority of households who rented at the time of marriage 
eventually become home owners coupled with the small 
proportion that return to rental status indicates that home 
ownership status is one of the strongest housing norms-
Although the provision of rental housing to those who want and 
need it is important, these data, once again, indicate the 
need to develop policy that removes constraints on home 
ownership. 
Policymakers should be aware of changes in the household 
and its housing characteristics over time in housing demand 
markets in order to supply housing that meet households' 
housing needs. The findings of this study show changes in 
that (1) first-time home owners are getting younger, better 
educated, smaller household size, and more likely to be a 
resident in a single-family dwelling and (2) it takes a 
shorter time period to become a first-time home owner than in 
past years. 
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